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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tur NEW RULES dispensing with certain orders of course and 
transferring to the chancery registrars the remaining work of the 
Order of Course Office, to which we referred last week as effect- 
ing important changes in practice, are ready for issue, and will 
come into operation on Tuesday next, the 22nd inst. After that 
date all petitions which require to be answered will be answered 
in the name of the senior registrar. Orders heretofore obtained on 

itions of course at the Rolls for appointing a guardian ad litem 

an infant defendant or for an infant respondent to a petition or 
summons; for leave to attend proceedings; for leave to enter a 
conditional appearance ; for changing solicitors; for leave to read 
evidence in another suit ; for the sheriff to return a writ ; for enter- 
ing an order or decree nunc pro tunc ; for enlarging time for issuing 
writs other than writs of attachment, for amendment of pleadings, 
and for filing documents will not, in future, be necessarily drawn 
up, but arrangements are made for carrying out, by other means, 
the directions which would otherwise be comprised in the order. 
Some of these orders were so purely formal, and the means sub- 
‘tituted for effecting their objects are so simple, that it is matter 
for surprise that they were not abolished long ago. 





Aw orpER dated the 14th of May, which we print elsewhere, 
transfers eighty-one causes from the Chancery Division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division. This order will, in a small measure, 
relieve the lists of the chancery judges, but it may be doubted 
whether sufficient notice has been given of the intention to make 
the transfer. The only justification for the insufficient notice is the 
fact that when these causes were set down in the books of the 
Chancery Division they were all marked with the letters Q. B., 
which indicate to the initiated the liability to have their causes 
80 dealt with. 





Tue GENERAL List of appeals and of causes for all the Divisions 
of the High Court was not published at the time of our going to 
press. 





One or THE ctERKs of the Orders of Course Office is to be trans- 
ferred to the staff of the Chancery Registrars in connection with 
the new work to be imposed on the Registrars’ Office. A con- 
~ gm saving will be effected by the abolition of the former 

ce. 





Tr ts Now some Years since the day appointed for the celebration 
of her Majesty’s birthday has been uniformly observed in the law 
courts or in the legal offices. Before the Judicature Acts came into 
operation, the day was, on several occasions, marked by an order 

closing the offices. Many of the judges abstained from sitting, 
Whether there was an order or not. Now that the courts and 
offices are all in one building, it would be expedient that on the 
first day under the new condition of things on which the observance 
is appointed a regular practice should be established, so that all the 
Courts and offices may be either opened or closed, as the authorities 


bee fit. 
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OF THE MOST IuPoRTANT of the amendments to the Bankruptcy 
the Grand Committee is the new act of bank- 


ments in the Act of 1875. 


gives notice to any of his creditors that he has suspended, or that 
he is about to suspend payment of his debts.” The object of this act 
of bankruptcy seems to be to throw difficulties in the way of private 
‘arrangements between debtors and their creditors being attempted, 
and to compel the filing of a petition by a debtor in pecuniary 
difficulties at the earliest moment. But if the sub-clause should 
hereafter become law, we apprehend that the question will some 
time arise how far the same will apply to intimations by 
debtors to their creditors, and what notices will come within 
the meaning of the expression, ‘that he has suspended 
payment, or that he is about to suspend payment of his 
debts.” The form of circular to cfeditors announcing sus- 
pension adopted by solicitors who desire to avoid the filing 
of a petition, and to try to carry out a private arrangement, 
is generally somewhat similar to the following: ‘‘ We regret 
to have to inform you that Messrs. A. B. & Co., of , have 
been compelled to suspend payment of their debts. ‘ Their books 
have been placed in the hands of Messrs. C. D. & Co., of : 
accountants, with instructions to prepare a statement of affairs, 
which will be laid before a meeting of the creditors as early as 
practicable. In the meantime we have to request your indulgence 
on behalf of Messrs. A. B. & Co.;” or it may be that the time 
and place at which a meeting of creditors will be held is 
stated in the circular. It is evident that such a notice would 
constitute an act of bankruptcy under the amendment of Mr. 
Cohen, but if the form were altered so as to avoid any direct 
intimation of an actual or intended suspension, but informing the 
creditors of the books having been placed in the hands of 
accountants, and convening a meeting of the creditors, would that 
be within the meaning of the provision? We are di to 
think that an intimation of this kind would not come within 
the provision, on the ground that the same, being in the 
nature of a penalty, would have to be construed strictly, and that, 
notwithstanding the adoption of the amendment, a notice could be 
so framed as to convey to the creditors the same meaning, and yet 
not to constitute an act of bankruptcy. It will be interesting to 
watch the point should the provision become law; but it appears 
to us that if the object of the proposer of the amendment is to be 
carried out effectually, the offer of a composition, or the con- 
vening of a meeting of creditors, by or on behalf of any debtor, 
should also be made to constitute an act of bankruptcy. It must 
not be taken that we advocate the adoption of such a course in any 
sense ; on the contrary, we think the amendment of Mr. Coen 
not well advised in principle, and therefore we shall not regret to 
find that its application can be limited in the way we have 
suggested. 











Tus Governuent Agricultural Holdings (England) Bill proposes, 
for the first time, to give to every tenant of an agric or 
pastoral holding exceeding two acres, an inalienable right te com- 
pensation on quitting in respect of certain classes of improvements 
and subject to certain conditions. Following.in this respect the 
abortive Act of 1875, it divides the improvements in respect of 
which compensation may be claimed into three classes—{1) Inm- 
provements to which the previous consent in writing of the landlord 
is required ; (2) Improvements in respect of which previous notice 
to the landlord is required ; and (3) Improvements to which the 
consent of the landlord is not required. Class (1) corresponds 
exactly to the first class of improvements under the Act of 1875, 
except that “drainage of land” is omitted. Class (2) consists 
solely of ‘‘drainage” ; and class (3) comprises all the subjects of 
compensation contained in the second and third classes of improve- 
The first thing, therefore, to be ob- 
served, is that the Bill does not propose to extend the class of 
improvements in respect of which compensation is to be given. It 
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plete scheme of compensation ; and, as a matter of fact, it does not 
cover some subjects for which compensation is often given by custom 
—e.g, bare fallows in the last year of tenancy. This will probably 
be one main subject of dispute when the measure comes to be con- 
sidered on the second reading. Another will be the provision 
as regards tenancies current at the commencement of the Act, that 
where specific compensation for any improvement comprised in the 
schedule is payable either under any agreement in writing, or by 
custom, or by the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1875, such compen- 
sation is to be substituted for compensation under the present 
measure ; and that, as regards contracts of tenancy commencing 
after the measure has come into operation, ‘‘ any particular agree- 
ment in writing” which secures to the tenant “fair and reason- 
able compensation” for improvements of class 3 is to be 
substituted for compensation under the Bill. It is difficult 
to see how this provision can be operative. Compensation less 
than that provided by the Bill would probably not be deemed to 
be ‘‘fair and reasonable,” and it is not to be- supposed that 
landlords will agree to a higher scale. While, however, the Bill 
does not extend the subjects of compensation beyond those pro- 
vided for by the Act of 1875, it does increase both the 
amount of compensation and the tenant’s chance of obtaining it. 
No notice to the landlord is required before the boning, chalking, 
claying, liming, or marling of the land by the tenant; and 
instead of the previous consent in writing of the landlord being 
required to draining, it is provided that at least one month’s 
notice in writing shall be given to the landlord of the tenant’s 
intention to do the draining; and upon such notice being given, 
the landlord and tenant may agree on the compensation, or the 
landlord may execute the draining himself, charging the tenant 
with not exceeding five per cent. on the outlay. This provision, 
apparently for the protection of the landlord, seems to us, 
we confess, to be somewhat delusive. The percentage seems 
to be too low. If, as we suppose is meant, the landlord 
is to charge the tenant five per cent. per annum on the outlay, 
for how long is this yearly sum to be payable? It will 
take the landlord twenty years to recoup himself his outlay; 
and by that time the drains will, we fancy, be filled up, and the 
draining will have to be done over again; so that there is little 
chance of any interest on the outlay. In addition to the deduc- 
tions from the tenant’s compensation provided by sections 15 (2) 
and 16 of the Act of 1875, it is provided that there is to be taken 
into account any benefit which the landlord has given to the tenant 
in consideration of his executing the improvement. The procedure 
for assessing the tenant’s compensation is the same as that provided 
by the Act of 1875, with the exception that two months’ notice 
must be given by the tenant; that the award is required to 
specify the particulars of the compensation, and that no appeal is 
to lie to the county court unless the compensation claimed exceeds 
£100. We propose hereafter to discuss the important changes in 
me law of distress, notice to quit, and fixtures, provided by the 





Tue aMENDMENT to clause 36, which was under consideration 
when the Grand Committee on the Bankruptcy Bill adjourned for 
the Whitsuntide recess, raises a point of codineile interest. 
Section 32 of the present Act provides that the following debts 
shall be paid in priority to all other debts, and as between them- 
selves, in case the estate is insufficient to meet them in full, they 
shall abate in equal proportions—viz. :— 


**(1.) All parochial or other local rates due from him [i.¢., the bank- 
rupt] at the date of the order of adjudication, and having become due and 
ayable within twelve months next before such time, all assessed taxes, 
nd tax, and peer or income tax assessed on him up to the fifth da 
of April next before the date of the order of adjudication, and not patios 

ing in the whole one year’s assessment. 

**(2.) All wages or salary of any clerk or servant in the employment of the 
bankrupt at the date of the order of adjudication, not exceeding four months’ 
wages or salary, and not exceeding fifty pounds ; all wages of any labourer 
or workman in the employment of the Fentoupt at the date of the order of 
adjudication, and not exceeding two months’ wages.”’ 


In clause 36 of the Bankruptcy Bill parochial and other local 
rates and Imperial taxes are omitted from the debts to which it is 
proposed to give priority, and a very considerable alteration in the 
wording of the provision as to wages and salaries is made. The 
words of the clause are :— 












“(a wages or salary of any clerk or servant in t ¢ 
natn ge bankrupt during bs months before the date of | A i 
order, not exceeding fifty —— ; and ; : 

6.) All wages of any labourer or workman in respect of services renders 
to the bankrupt during two months before the date of the receiving order,” 
The amendment upon which the discussion stands adjourned jy 
that the words of sub-section 1 of section 32 of the present Act, 
far as they relate to parochial or other local rates, shall be inserted; 
but there is no proposition upon the amendment paper to ineludy - 
Imperial taxes in the list of preforential debts. The differeng - 
between the wording of the clause with respect to wages and’ 
salaries and that of the section, and the probable effect of thy 
adoption of the clause as drawn upon this point, should be well 
considered, but, speaking generally, we think the provisions of the 
clause in the Bill preferable to those of the section in the pre 
Act; but it ought to be stated that the wages or sal 
are in respect of services rendered in the employment of th 
bankrupt, as otherwise it might be open to doubt whether a clerk 
or servant in the employment, say, of an accountant employe 
professionally by a person who afterwards becomes bankrupt, ora 
labourer or workman in the employment of a master joiner or 
painter engaged by such a person, would not be within the clang, 
To sub-clause (b.) Mr. Broapuursr has given notice of an amend. 
ment to insert after ‘‘ workman” the words ‘ whether hired fora 
specific time or paid by the job.” It is probable that the clause 
drawn would effect Mr. Broanuvrst’s object without the adoption 
of his amendment, but the insertion of the words proposed by him 
would place the matter beyond doubt, and, in our opinion, the 
object is a desirable one. 





A question resembling one of those raised on the rule fora 
criminal information in Reg. v. Labouchere—namely, whether pro. 
ceedings can be instituted on account of a slander against a 
deceased person—was recently discussed before the High Court at 
Bombay. In Luckumsey Rowji v. Hurbun Nursey (1 LB 
Bom. 580) the plaintiff alleged that he was the nearest relation 
and heir of Premst Lupwa, who was, in his lifetime, the headma 
of the Karad caste and a man held in high respect among the 
Hindu community, and that the defendants, who were membersot 
a caste very closely united with the Karad caste, had attended the 
performance of the funeral ceremony of Premsi Lupma, and had 
then, in the presence of many members of both castes, falsely and 
maliciously spoken of the deceased, asserting that he was “m 
outcast sinful man” at whose funcral it was improper for the 
members of the two castes to attend, by reason of which statement 
the plaintiff and the family of the deceased were lowered in their 
reputation, and the plaintiff was also deprived of participation m 
the property of the caste and of various privileges which he hal 
previously enjoyed. Mr. Justice Wexsr held that the on 


- 


was not maintainable, there being no English or Indian au 

in support of it, and he observed that ‘‘slander of A. as a 

of action by B. would lead to infinite litigation.” He remarked m 
the absence, in a country where caste disputes are so frequent, d 
any precedent for an action by one member of a family for the 
defamation of another member, and he pointed out that the 
exclusion of the plaintiff from the benefit of the caste propery 
was not the natural consequence of the defendants’ defamation 
Premst Lupma. 
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The members of the South-Eastern Circuit have invited Mr. J 
A. L. Smith to a complimentary dinner in honour of his recent elevatit 
to the bench, which will take place at the Albion, Aldersgate-street, o | 
Tuesday, June 12. x 


The following are stated to be the irae) agg oe made for the ota 
the courts in the Queen’s Bench Division during the. ensuing uy 
Sittings, which commence on Tuesday, the 22nd inst., and continue 
the 8th of August, when the Long Vacation begins, viz. :—Three 
will sit in Bane daily, the first of which will consist of Lord Coleridge, 
and Denman and Manisty, JJ.; the second will be formed of ns, 
Cave, and A. L. Smith, JJ.; and the third of Pollock, B., and Lopes, # 
Six courts will sit for the trial of both — and common jury actions, 
which will be presided over by Siogne, eld, Hawkins, 8 

and Day, JJ. Huddleston, B, is the appo to atte 
chambers, but his place there will probably be taken by A. L, Smit 
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EFFECT OF INDORSEMENT OF BILL OF 


mndered ce LADING. 

: us case of Burdick v. Sewell (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 363), decided 
ned is Field, J., on er consideration, determines a point of some 
ct, 80 t to the mercantile community. The question was as to the 
erted ; ct of indorsement and ve of a bill of lading to bankers as 
clude aseourity for money advanced. The way in which that question 
erence “MF * arose was as follows :—The goods mentioned in the Dill of lading, 
‘Sand HF not having been cleared within twelve months after arriving at 
of the ther destination, were sold in accordance with the Custom House 
> Well tions of the place, but did not realize more than the duty 
of the Custom House charges, leaving the freight unsatisfied. The 
resent wners sued the bankers for the freight as being indorsees of 
salary the bill of lading to whom the property in the goods had passed, 
f the within the meaning of the Bills of Lading Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 
clerk 111), s. 1, so as to make them liable for the freight. It was held 
loyed that they were not liable, on the ground that the property in the 
ai : le ay r passed to them within the meaning of the Bills of 

lading Act. 
louse, The case is, to our mind, one involving questions of considerable 
mend. dificulty, though the result seems to be good sense. It seems 
fora probable that what the parties in such a case intend is that a 
186 & mere security should be created. Neither party would appear to 
option contemplate that the indorsees of the bill of lading, under these 
y him circumstances, should have any further interest or property in the 
1, the goods than may be necessary to give effect to the security. We 
do not believe that either party contemplates a transfer of the 
contract to pay freight contained in the bill of lading. But the 
matter does not altogether depend on what the parties may intend 
or contemplate in this respect. The statute transfers the liability 
for 4 if the “property” is passed upon or by reason of the indorse- 
T pro. ment. The question, therefore, is what amounts to a passing of 
nst 4M the “property” for the purposes of the statute. 
uurt at Now, the term “‘ property,” as used in law, is a term involving 
» Reb somewhat complex and artificial conceptions, and it seems doubtful 
lation whether all the possible complications and niceties that might 
dman aise from the use of that term were present to the framers of the 
g. the Act. There is the special property of a pledgee, as distinguished 
ers of from the general property of the pledgor, and, again, the legal 
od the of a mortgagee as distinguished from the equitable 
d hed interest of the mortgagor. The law of mortgage seems to have 
ly and been imported into the law of personal chattels from that of real 
5 fan , and it seems doubtful how fara mercantile statute, which, 
ot the bably, did nof contemplate its application, can be interpreted 
emett i ina wholly satisfactory manner in cases where it applies. The 
thei BF argument and the judgment (which is most elaborate), seem, how- 
jon mt Be ever, to treat the case as turning wholly on the question whether 
e hal BE theindorsoment of the bill of lading constituted a pledge or a 


mortgage of the goods. It seems to have been admitted that the 
me special pro wy of a pledgee is clearly not the ‘‘ property” con- 
templated yt e statute ; that the statute meant the entire legal 


cod on eer. r - . 

: property,”’ and that if that passed the statute applied, although 
ont, HE there might be an equity of Becca tang - r 
wr the Now, that view of the case hardly seems to be wholly satis- 
tthe to the reason, though we do not exactly see our way out 
pet iit. Looking to the substance of the thing, apart from forms and 


atificial distinctions between law and equity, the difference 
between a pledgee and a mortgagee seems, for this purpose and 
wider these circumstances at any rate, more formal than sub- 
stantial. The difference, for the purposes of this case, between a 
Pledge and a mortgage of chattels is, as it seems to us, priucipally 
‘matter of machinery and procedure. The mortgagee of chattels 
had to have recourse to a court of equity to enforce his right to 
, while the pledgor’s general property in the goods, 
subject to the pledge, was spinal by a court of law. 
The pledgee has a right to possession and a power of divesting 
the genera! property of the pledgor by a sale of the pledge if not 
» Whereas the gencral property passes at once to the mort- 
gage subject to the right of redemption. But, so far as this 
transaction is concerned, in substance the two things are much the 
‘ame. At first it occurred to us that a broader and more satisfac- 
pf construction of the Act would have been that it did not apply 
bts case where the transfer of the bill of lading was only by way 
‘Sourity. ‘But there are, undoubtedly, difficulties in the way of 


* 

















that view. It seems impossible to say that the entire ‘ property ” 
does not pass to a mortgagee. It is not correct to say that an 
equitable property remains in the mortgagor. All he has is a right 
to redeem; if he never redeems, nothing further passes from him, 
the entire property, both legal and beneficial, passed ab initio. It 
certainly seems difficult, therefore, to say that such a passing of the 
property” is not the passing of the ‘‘ property” meant by the 
Act. On the other hand, as we said before, the distinction between 
the two cases is not satisfactory to the reason. In reason, why 
should the indorsee of the bill of lading, who has the right to 
possession and the power of selling the goods at the place of dis- 
tination, be free from the obligation to pay the freight, while the 
mortgagee, because he has what is technically known as the “‘ prop- 
erty,” which really comes to no more, is liable to the freight? It 
must be remembered in considering this subject that the shipowner 
has a lien for freight, and, whatever an indorsee’s position may be, 
he cannot obtain delivery of the goods without payment of the 
freight, so that it can never be a question of getting the benefit of 
the carriage without its being paid for. The question, therefore, it 
would appear, can only arise where the holder of the security has 
never received or dealt with the goods. And there does certainly 
seem some hardship in making the holder of a security, whether as 
pledgee or mortgagee, who has never received or dealt with the 
goods, liable to a contract which he did not make. On the whole, 
however, considering these conflicting difficulties, we doubt whether 
this is not a case where the statute having used a technical word, it 
must receive a technical construction, and, if so, the basis on which 
Field, J., put his judgment was correct. Curiously enough, neither 
in the argument nor the judgment does the obverse side of the 
enactment appear to have been considered. It not only transfers 
liabilities but rights of action against the shipowner also. If the 
indorsee of the bill of lading escapes the liability to pay freight, 
he also does not acquire the right of action against the shipowner if 
his security is destroyed through the negligence or tortious conduct 
of the latter’s servants. 

With regard to the question whether such a transaction is a 
pledge or a mortgage of the goods mentioned in the bill of lading, 
the expressions used by judges in various cases create considerable 
difficulty. Field, J., in giving judgment, referred, at considerable 
length, to the dicta on the subject, particularly to those of Bram- 
well, L.J., and Brett, LJ., in the case of Glyn, Mills, § 
Co. v. East and West India Docks (L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 475), 
in which the former judge expressed an opinion that the transac- 
tion was a pledge, the latter, that it was. a mortgage. It seems a 
reasonable conclusion that, in cases where there are other terms 
and circumstances besides the indorsement of the bill of lading and 
the advance of money, the transaction may amount to a pledge or it 
may amount to a mortgage. We have a difficulty in seeing how it 
can be argued that an indorsement of the bill of lading must always 
pass the property. The question is, What is the legal presumption, 
when there is an indorsement of the bill of lading, to secure an 
advance, and no other cireumstances pointing one way or the 
other ? Now we cannot help thinking that, if the proposition is 
once admitted that an indorsement of the bill of lading may or may 
not amount to a transfer of the property or a pledge according to 
circumstances, it really follows, logically, that, in the absence of 
other circumstances pointing to an intention to transfer the property, 
it will only amount to a pledge. Unless the law mercantile gives 
to ita rigid and universal operation, it must be a question of 
intention. If so, why should the thing import more than in its 
nature it does import? It does only import per se a symbolical 
transfer of possession, so far as we can see, and, asin the case 
of actual transfer of possession, it may or not, according to the 
surrounding circumstances, be accompanied by a transfer of the 
property. It appears to us that the delivery of the possession of 
goods as security for an advance without more would import a 
pledge merely. If this be so, why should indorsement and delivery 
of a bill of lading import more? After all, the indorsement is only 
a direction to deliver to a certain person. If made for value, it 
cannot be retracted, and is good as against an unpaid vendor's 
right to stop in ¢ransitu; but that does not seem to decide the 
question whether it gives only a en or a general ae had to 
the indorsee. The expressions of Brett, L.J., in Glyn, Mills, § 
Co. v. Hast and West India Docks do, no doubt, in very plain 
terms, lay it down that.a mere indorsement of the bill of lading 
to secure an advance imports a mortgage of the goods. We 
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cannot, however, see that the distinction between a pledge and a 
mortgage was really material in that case. Both a pledgee and a 
mortgagee have the right to sue for a conversion, and in that case 
and other similar cases it was immaterial, as it seems to us, to 
determine in which character the plaintiffs could maintain the 
action. 








THE DOCTRINE OF ELECTION IN RE- 
LATION TO SPECIAL POWERS OF 
APPOINTMENT. 


Ir is possible that a doubt may have occurred to some of our 
readers whether the whole doctrine of election is not one of those 
matters which exhibit the tendency of the Court of Chancery to 
be “‘unco’ guid” ; and whether the public would not, in the long 
run, have gained rather than lost, if the court had simply abstained 
from all attempts to give effect to void dispositions in favour of 
volunteers. The doctrine, like many others, sprang from the 
excessive desire of the court to give effect to the wishes of 
testators ; which pious inclination, if it has not been carried in this 
country to ridiculous lengths, has, at all events, been carried a 
good deal further than has ever been permitted by the law of any 
other country. The result in this instance has been the formation 
of an extensive and technically difficult body of law, founded upon 
a very doubtful appeal to conscience, which forms one of those 
unprofitable excrescences under which our enormous and unwieldy 
system of jurisprudence groans, and which is not even yet settled 
so clearly that it never gives rise to needless litigation. The 
recent case of White v. White (31 W. R. 451, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 
555) will illustrate the foregoing remarks. We might be tempted 
to wish that some reforming statute would abolish the whole 
doctrine at a blow, if we did not foresee that, unless it differed 
greatly from the majority of modern statutes, the proposed remedy 
would probably be worse than the disease. 

In White v. White the facts, according to the report, were as 
follows:—The testator left children by each of two separate 
marriages ; and under a settlement made on the occasion of his first 
marriage, he had power to appoint the settled property, which 
consisted of certain shares of what was called the Coombe Hill 
Estate, among the children of the first marriage only. By his will 
he appointed the whole of the settled property to his eldest son, 
one of the children of the first marriage, expressed to be subject 
to the charges in favour of his brother and sisters (7.e., all the 
other children of both marriages) thereinafter mentioned ; and he 
devised certain other shares in the Coombe Hill Estate, which 
really belonged to him, ‘‘and the close adjoining,” to the same 
son, but “subject to such charges in favour of his brother and 
sisters ’’—7.e., all the other children of both marriages—“ as shall 
equalize the shares of all my children in all my said property.” 
The charges last mentioned are evidently the same as those 
previously referred to. The testator also gave certain bank shares 
to the same son, to be accounted for as part of his share, and to be 
“charged with such a sum as should equalize the shares 
of all his, the testator’s, children in all his property.” 
The value of what was given to the eldest son, apart from the 
settled property, was sufficient to enable the trustees by apportion- 
ment to equalize the shares of all the children. Under these 
circumstances, only one question seems to have been raised— 
namely, whether the eldest son was put to his election—i.e., 
whether he was bound, either to abstain from impeaching the 
validity of the charge upon the settled property, so far as it was in 
favour of the children of the second marriage, or else to relinquish 
in their favour a sufficient amount of the other property bequeathed 
to him by the will. Mr. Justice Fry held that he was put to his 
election. 

It will be observed that the report in the Law R-ports uses the 
oratio directa in its description of the charges affecting the shares 
of the Coombe Hill Estate, and the oratio obliqua in its description 
of the charges reemera “eve bank shares—a fact which does not en- 
courage an absolute reliance upon the verbal accuracy of the citations 
in other respects. In the earlier citation, the final words are, “all my 
said property "7 - So later one, “all his (the ,testator’s) _4.6., 
we # , in original, my, “ p -’ Tt can hardl 
be said that “my said property,” seiltter catty in the will, ‘nt 





when only a small part of the property dealt with by the 
been mentioned, is identical in meaning with ‘my prop 
generally ; and this consideration might suggest that the two 
of charges are different, since they are apparently ini 
effect different objects. 

We are inclined to suspect the accuracy of the report 
Law Reports, so much difficulty do we find in reconcili 
statement of the facts with what appears in Mr. Justice Fry, 
judgment. The learned judge is reported to have stated (what 
seems to be obvious) that the charges on the settled shares of { 
Coombe Estate were the same as those on the unsettled share, 
‘‘and on the entirety of the adjoining closes” [sic]; but he dog 
not appear to have entertained any question as to the relation bome 
by the charges above mentioned to the charges on the bank shares, 

At first sight, since the respective charges are defined only 
reference to their capacity for equalizing something, and since hy 
things to be equalized are not identical—for, according to th 
report, ‘all my said property” evidently refers only to the shares, 
settled and unsettled, in the Coombe Hill Estate, and the “ adjor 
ing close,” or “closes,” while ‘all my property” has evidently 
wider meaning—it would seem to follow that the two sets of 
charges are not the same. But we must consider this question with 
a view to its practical side. Suppose the object of the first set of 
charges to have been the equalizing of the shares of all th 
children in the Coombe Hill shares and the adjoining close, while 
the object of the second set was to equalize the shares of all th 
children in all his property ; what would be the result? Appar. 
ently, that the first set of charges would be purely nugatory, 
For, if a complete equalization is to be effected, it does not matter 
by how many steps this is to be done; it makes no difference 
whether you begin by separately equalizing a part, and go on to 
equalize the remainder, or whether you make the complete equaliza. 
tion uno flatu. So far as the declared intention of the testator is 
concerned, the first set of charges is merely an episode of the 
second. 


But this way of looking at the case seems to open another ques 
tion of which, according to the report in the Law Reports, m 
notice seems to have been taken. As the case stands, it does not 
clearly appear that there was any need to appeal to the doctrine 
of election at all. The testator seems plainly to have indicated his 
intention that all his children were to take equal shares of all the 
property which he mentioned, whether it was his own or not; and 
though he could not, by calling the settled property his own, make 
it, in fact, his own, we see no reason why he might not, by a 
sufficient indication of intention, cause it to be reckoned in account 
as though it were his own, for the purpose of deciding what 
share his eldest son should take in the property which actually did 
belong to the testator, so as to equalize the shares which he had 
declared should be all equal. The charges to which the other prop 
erty bequeathed to his eldest son was made subject were only 
to be such as would equalize the shares of all his children in all 
his property. It might be at least plausibly contended that the 
testator had indicated a plain intention that his own property 
should be so dealt with as to make all the shares equal, upon the 
hypothesis that the settled property was brought into account 
though it had been truly his own; and had authorized the compu 
tation of the last-mentioned charges upon such a basis as 
give effect to this intention. The only question would relate t 
determining what must be the size of these charges, in order to give 
effect to this intention; and the doctrine of election seems to have 
nothing to do with this inquiry. 

Upon the ground of the peculiar language of this particular will, 
in which the testator has provided that his own indisputable prop- 
erty (the bank shares) shall be liable to certain elastic charges, 
and has also (as it seems to us) sufficiently indicated the extent t 
which he desired these charges to be stretched, we should be will- 
ing, without at all appealing to the doctrine of election, to make 
the same distribution of the property as ha8 in fact been made by 
Mr. Justice Fry. But if the doctrine of election must be appeale 
to, we are quite unable, not only to follow, but even to a ol 
the meaning of, the grounds upon which the learned judge ie 
fessed to distinguish this case from certain others, which at firs 
sight seem to have been decided in a contrary sense. ig 

The general doctrine of election is doubtless too familiar to out 


readers to need much exposition ; but we may cite the apt ny 
of it adopted by the late Lord Justice James, when V : 
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: v. (17 W. R. 641, L. R. 8 Eq. 165, at p. 174), 
a n Sir Richard , afterwards Lord Langdale, in Whistler v. 
2 Ves. 367, at p. 370):—‘‘No man shall claim any 
under a will without conforming, as far as he is able, and 
giving effect to everything contained in it whereby any disposition 
is made showing an intention that such a thing shall take place.” 
But the Lord Justice had previously remarked that to the general 
doctrine of election there had been taken what he called a “notable 

jon,” so far as regards appointments; by which phrase he 
meant appointments made under a special power in excess of the 
; for no difficulty could arise in case the power were general. 
Pie notable exception ” he states as follows :—‘‘ When there is 
an appointment to an object of the power, with directions that the 
same” —t.e., the property appointed—“ shall be settled, or upon 
trust, or subject to any condition, then the appointment is 
bald to be a valid appointment, and the superadded direction, trust, 
or condition is void; and not only void, but inoperative to raise 
any case of election.” 

And the decision of Vice-Chancellor Wood in Woolridge v. 
Woolridge (Johns. 63, at. p. 69) is to the same purpose :—‘‘ Where 
there is an absolute appointment by will in favour of a proper 
abject of the power, and that appointment is followed by attempts 
to modify the interest so appointed in a manner which the law will 
not allow ”’—that is, as the facts of the case show, in a manner 
which is not authorized by the power—“‘the court reads the will 
as if all the in which such attempts are made were struck 
out of it, for all intents and purposes ; i.e., not only so far as they 
attempt to regulate the quantum of interest to be enjoyed by 
the appointee in the settled property, but also so far as they 
might otherwise have been relied upon as raising a case of elec- 
tion. 

The cases are not all absolutely at one upon this principle ; but 
there is no mistaking the current of the recent cases, nor was any 
attempt made in the present case to dispute the principle. But it 
was held not to be applicable to the present case. Several of the 
more recent cases which have been decided in accordance with the 
nga were cited, and apparently distinguished by the learned 


One of these, Wollaston v. King, cited above, appears to us to 
be very fairly distinguishable ; though upon a ground of which no 
notice was taken in the present case. There the void disposition 
attempted to be made by the appointor not merely was such as the 
power did not authorize, but was in contravention of the rule 
against perpetuities; a very good reason why the court should 
tefuse to give effect to it under cover of the doctrine of election. 
But the above-cited case of Woolridge v. Woolridge, and also the 
case of Churchill v. Churchill (16 W. R. 182, L. R. 5 Eq. 44), 
which last-mentioned case has, we may remark, been mentioned 
with spe by the Court of Appeal in Roach v. Trood (L. R. 
$Ch. D. 429), seem to us, so far as the question of election is con- 
oe to have been overruled rather than distinguished by White 
v. White. 

We beg the reader to observe that we by no means deny the 
possibility of distinguishing the present case from Wollaston v. 
fing on the contrary, w2 have above proposed what we 

a very sufficient ground of distinction. But we are able to 
do this only by keeping the case outside the doctrine of election 
altogether. Nor have we anything to object against the distribu- 
tion which has been made of the testator’s property, for we should 
have arrived ourselves at the same distribution by a different 
method. Nor do we for a moment presume to set up our opinion 
against that of the learned judge. We do not say that he did not 
oreould not distinguish the case from those which seem to us to 
have been decided in a contrary sense; but only that we have no 
idea how he distinguished it from them. And, at all events, the 
case illustrates exceedingly well the thesis with which we began 
this article. 

The learning of the subject of election is huge in extent, and 

tly supplied with subtleties ; the whele doctrine rests upon 
very doubtful equity ; and public policy would, we think, be much 
better served by its total abolition than by its extension. We 
devoutly hope that the result of Mr. Justice Fry’s recent decision 
may not be to give a fresh lease of life and activity to a branch of 
the subject which had ‘seemed for some time past to be comfortably 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LAW SOCIETY +». SHAW AND BLAKE, 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 
Sir,—I should like to submit to you a suggestion which, it appears 
to me, may be usefully considered with reference to this case. - 
Events have clearly shown that a large majority of London solici- 
tors have been wrong in their views with reference to the subject- 
matter of this action. The question, therefore, arises, how was it that 
the majority of London solicitors fell into error on a subject with 
which they are supposed to be professionally familiar, and which so 
nearly concerns them ? 

I venture to think the answer is this: Solicitors have regarded the 
Solicitors Acts as passed mainly for their benefit ; whereas, of course, 
if the matter is considered for one moment, it is obvious that the 
Acts were - , not for pagan rar my peprac var Dns for = a 
of the public, by protecting the public against the loss whi ey 
would  saitaii Goons employing unqualified and irresponsible 
persons in legal business. 

If the latter view had not been lost sight of, the unpleasant defeat 
sustained by the Law Society in the above case would have been 
avoided. It would have been seen that a solicitor having been 
employed by the client, and being responsible to the client, the 
object of the law was satisfied. 

Those who favoured the action of the Law Society now contend 
that the country solicitor rendered himself liable to a penalty for 

ractising in London without a London certificate. That may be so, 
but it is obvious that this question is entirely different from that raised 
in the action > Messrs. Shaw and Blake, and affords no justifica- 
tion for the policy which led to the institution of that action. 

I cannot but think that the course taken by the Law Society in 
this matter will do much to maintain the feeling which undoubtedly 
exists largely amongst the general public—namely, that solicitors are 
a sort of unavoidable evil, employed not because they render services 
of intrinsic value, but because the law requires them to be employed 
under certain circumstances. W. H. WHIrrrenp. 

May 15. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, MAY, 1883. 
RULES DISPENSING WITH ORDERS OF COURSE. 


1. The duties hitherto discharged by the Secretaries of the Master 
of the Rolls in regard to petitions are hereby assigned to the 
Chancery Registrars. All petitions which require to answered 
shall be answered in the name of the Senior Registrar, and any 
orders on petitions which, according to the practice heretofore pre- 
vailing in the Chancery Division, have been drawn up, , and 
entered in the office of such Secretaries, shall henceforth be drawn 
up, passed, and entered by or under the direction of the Chancery 
PT in pleat tld Get eae & by his guardian 

2. infant not enter an appearance, except by 
ad litem. No order for the appointment of such guardian shall be 
necessary, but the solicitor applying to enter such appearance shall 
make and file an affidavit in the following form :— 

A.B. of is a fit and anand. sree tact 
guardian ad litem of the above-named infant defendant, and 
has no interest in the matters in question in this action [matter 
adverse to that of the said infant, and the said A.B. has sign 
a written consent to act as such guardian, by the document 
hereto annexed. 

(To such affidavit there shall be annexed the document signed by 
such guardian in testimony of his consent to act.) 

3. Every infant served with a petition, or notice of motion, or 
summons in a matter, shall — on the hearing thereof by a 
guardian ad litem in all cases in which the appointmeut of a i 
guardian is not provided for. No order for the appointment of such 
guardian shall be necessary, but the solicitor by whom he a) 
shall previously make and file an affidavit as in the last rule 
mentioned. 

4. It shall not be necessary for a person served with notice of any 
judgment or order to obtain an order for liberty to attend the 

a ings pong judgment or order, but such person shall be 
at liberty to atten yf nageccey gs upon entering an appearance in 
the Central beg 5° >. e same manner, and subject to the same 

visions, as a defendant entering an appearance. 
se A defendant, before poms ory Mall be at liberty, without 
obtaining an order to enter, or entering, a conditional ap 





pearance, to 
serve notice of motion to set aside the service upon him of the writ, 
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or of notice of the writ, or to discharge the order authorizing such 
service. 

6. A suing or defending by a solicitor shall be at liberty to 
change his solicitor in any cause or matter, without an order for that 
paren, upon notice of such change being filed in the Central Office, 

ut until such notice is filed and a copy thereof served, and (in causes 
or matters pending in the Chancery Division) left in the chambers of 
the judge to whom the cause or matter is assigned, the former 
solicitor shall be considered the solicitor of the party. 

7. An order to read evidence taken in another cause or matter shall 
not be necessary, but such evidence may, saving all just exceptions, 
be read on ex parte applications by leave of the court or judge, to be 
obtained at the time of making any such gpa Te and in any 
other case upon the desiring to use such evidence giving two 
days’ previous notice to the other parties of his intention to read 
such evidence. 

8. No order shall issue for the return of any writ or to bring in the 
body of a person ordered to be attached or committed, but a notice 
from the person issuing the writ or obtaining the order for attach- 
ment or committal (if not represented by a solicitor) or by his 
solicitor, calling upon the sheriff to return such writ or to bring in 
the body within a given time, if not complied with, shall entitle such 
person to apply for an order for the committal of such sheriff. 

9. It not be necessary to obtain an order to enter an order or 
judgment nunc pro tunc; but, in all cases in which such entries have 

eretofore been made under orders of course, the solicitor applying 
to have an order or judgment so entered shall leave with the clerk of 
entries a memorandum in writing, countersigned by the registrar, 
and bearing a stamp according the scale of court fees for the time 
being in force. 

10. Where an order has been made, not embodying any special 
terms, nor including any special directions, but simply enlarging 
time for taking any proceeding or doing any act other than payment 
or transfer into court, or giving ela A for the issue of any 
writ other than a writ of attachment; (b.) for the amendment of any 
writ or pleadings ; (c.) for the filing of any document; or (d.) for 
any act to be done by any officer of the court other than a solicitor, 
it shall not be necessary to draw up such order unless the court or a 
judge shall otherwise direct, but the production of a note or memor- 
andum of such order, signed by a judge, registrar, master, or chief 
clerk, shall be sufficient authority for such enlargement of time, issue, 
amendment, filing or other act. A direction that the costs of such 
order shall be costs in any cause or matter shall not be deemed a 
special direction within the meaning of this rule. The solicitor of 
the person on whose application such order is made shall forthwith 
give notice in writing thereof to such person (if any) as would, under 
the practice existing before txe coming into operation of this rule, 
have been required to be served with such order. 

11. These rules may be cited as ‘Rules of the Supreme Court, 
May, 1883,” and shall come into operation on the 22nd of May, 1883. 

(Signed) SELBoRNE, C. 
CoLERIDGE, C.J. 
W. B. Brert, MLR. 
JAMES HANNEN. 
Natu. Linney, L.J. 
Epw. Fry, LJ. 
C. E. Pottock, B. 
H. Manisty, J. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Oxper or Court. 
Monday, May 14, 1883. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before the Chancery 
Division and the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes commenced in the 
said Chancery Division but not being causes commenced for any of the 
purposes set forth in the 3rd sub-section of the 34th section of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1873, and thereby specially assigned to the said 
Division, should be transferred to the said Queen’s Bench Division; Now 
I, the Right Honourable Roundell Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, with the consent of the Lord Chief Justice of England, 
as President of the last-mentioned division, do hereby order that the 
several causes set forth in the schedules hereto be transferred from the 
Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is 
to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


Fist Scurpvry. ,Foxv Day 1882 F 1,660 
Causes assigned to Vice-Chancellor | Aldred v Assey 1882 A 1,764 
; Bacon. | The Metropolitan Board of Works v 
Dennis v Crompton 1882 D 1,513 | The London Gaslight Co 1882 M 
Chapman v Newson 1882 C 2,431 | 


1,668 
Bowers v Weedon 1882 B 7,040 | NoyvBush 1882 N 1,448 
Stevenson & Cov McCall 1882 5 | Elliott v Lewis 1882 E 1,369 
1,504 Swailvy Hood 1882 8 3,532 
Ford ¥ Mayor, &c, of Honiton 1880 | Smith v The Bury and Tottington 
F 66 | District RyCo 1882 8 5,582 


Lesiter v The North Metro 
Tramways Co 1882 L 1,863 
Milner’s Safe Co, limd, v Turner 

1882 M 2,984 
Butt vHolland 1882 B 4,744 


Lidstone v Williamson 1882 L 3,402 
politan 


Szconp ScuEDuLE. 
Causes assigned to Mr. Justice Kay. 
Howell v Pink 1882 H 1,859 
Boe phe f 1882 W 2,111 
Brock v Vorley 1882 B 1,261 
In re B Branford, decd, Blake v 
Vincent 1882 B 2,668 
In re B Branford, decd, Branford v 
Branford 1880 B 3,847 
Thorneycroft v Guardians of the 
Wellington Salop Union 1882 T 
7 


Phillips v The First Avenue Hotel 
Co 1882 P 154 

The Silver Valley Mines v Beal 
1880 S 3,092 

Corrie v Reddin 1882 C 5,127 

Mor v Davey 1882 M 966 

Postlethwaite v The Winder Iron 
Ore Co 1881 P 1,923 

Appleby v Waring Bros 1879 A 229 

Annandale v Swinburne 1882 A 774 

Ruck v The Bakers’ Co 1882 P 452 

White v Haymen 1882 W 2,734 

Pocock v Gillham 1882 P 2,752 

Milner’s Safe Co, Imd v The Chalet 
Co, limd 1882 M 2,950 

Ebbetts v Booth 1882 E 1,564 

The Ehen Mining Co v Bain & Co 
1879 E 64 

Morton v Worley 1882 M 4,789 

Smith v Bennett, Bennett v Smith 
1882 § 1,433 

The Metropolitan Board of Works 
v The Willesden Local Board 
1878 M 20 

The Societé General de Paris v The 
| aaa Union Oo, Imd 1883 8 
0 


Turrp ScuEDvute. 
Causes otenne to Mr. Justice 


Chitty. 
Attorney-General v Whiteley 1882 
A 1,128 


’ 
Clements v Horton 1882 CO 5,141 
Baron Raglan v Stocks 1881 R 
2,825 
Bazzilay v The Royal Exchange 
Assurance Co 1882 B 4,367 
Boughey v Booth 1882 B_ 6,589 
Bowen v Llewellyn 1880 B 4,902 
Shepherd v Goulston 1882 8S 3,519 
Stanton v Pettifer 1881 S 2,698 
Foulkes v The Quartz Hill Consoli- 





Bidder v McClean 1881 B. 
The Devon and Cornwall El 
Light and Power Co, li 
Collins 1882 D . 1,540 
The Edinburgh and Leith 
Cov Best 1883 E 61° 
Pheasants v The 
Local Board 1882 P 
Croysdale v Fisher 1883 © 106 
The Gas Light and Coke (oy 
Vestry of St. Mary Abbotts, 
Goode Srimbitst 1882. @ L180 
v 1 
The cam Tori | District RB; do¥ 
Metropolitan Ry Co 1881 M 3,551. 
Shum v Hartley 1882 8S 3,756 — 
Moore v Bennett 1882 M 3231 
Barber v Ferguson 1882 B 1,418 — 
Pilley v The Land Investment Qo, 
limd 1882 P 2,253 P 
Lloyd v Gatti 1882 L: 3,542 
Marsh v The Guardians of the 
of the Sheffield Union 1882 


075 
The London and Provincial Electric 
Light and Power Generating Co, 
lmd v West Middlesex 
Lighting Co, lmd 1882 L 2,131 
Chrystie v Wyatt 1882 C 3,993 
Richards v Searer 1882 R 1,509 


Fourts Scuepue. 
Causes assigned to Mr. Justice 
Pearson, 

Render v Render 1882 R 1,480 
Leighton v Royal Courts of Justice 

Chambers Co 1882 L 1,612 
Brown v Briggs 1882 B 6,423 
Patent Silvering Co v Padb 

Ware y Patent Silvering Co 1 


2,534 

Yetts v Billericay Sanitary Author. 
ity 1882 Y 113 
Hudson v Wootton 1882 H 2,706 
Campbell v Reid 1882 C 3,319 
Fletcher v Salisbury 1883 F Ié 
Ross v Ashwin 1882 R 1,392 
Howe v Druce 1882 H 3,381 
Weavers’ Co. of London v Croll 
1881 W 2,372 

Mansley v Pennington 1882 M 
8,1 


Naviade vy Hubback 1882 N 
’ ‘ 
Compton v The Brentwood and 
Billericay Burial and Sanitary 
Authority 1882 © 1,368 
Taylor v Collier & Co 1881 T 38 
Bateman v Hill & Co 1882 B 6,010 
Szizorne, C 
Corzrtper, L.0.J, 











CASES OF LAST WEEK. 


Bru or Sare—Recistration—Parot AcreEment—Act or BANKRvPICY 
—ASssIGNMENT OF WHOLE Property To skounE Existinc Dest—Bri1s OF 
Satz Act, 1878, ss. 4, 9—Banxnurrcy Act, 1869, s. 6, sun-secrion 2.— 
In a case of Ex parte Hauewell, before the Court of Appeal on the 11th 
inst., the question arose whether a parol agreement to give a Dill of sale 
requires registration, and there was the further question whether an 
assignment by a trader of the whole of his effects, existing and to be 
acquired, to secure an existing debt, was void as an act of bankruptcy, 
In May, 1882, Hemingway, a trader, applied to his bankers for a loan oF 
credit of £300, which they consented to give him on his obtaining the 
guarantee of two sureties for its repayment. Hauxwell and agreed. 
to become sureties, and signed a guarantee to the bankers. ey cone 
sented to do so upon Hemingway’s cing te give them by way of 
security an assignment of his effects. bill of sale was, within a few days 
afterwards proposed by a solicitor, but it was not in fact executed by 

un 


’ 

Hemingwa il the 22nd of August, 1882, though uent endeavours 
vee made by the Ay age to “i its cxsction, The Di of sale = 

é gran all the grantor’s then e¢ nt Maciarow | 9b6 toi 
abled them also to seize all 7 attorwands aoqued 'y until sati* 
faction of the security. the 6th of Novem! filed 4 
liquidation petition, and the trustee in the liq 
the property comprised in the bill of sale, ey 
was fraudulent and void as against the trustee, mainly on the 
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‘that it to give the security ought to have been is- 
List the prthe Bills of Sale Act,  Seotion 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1578, 
swovides that the expression ‘‘ bill of sale’’ shall include “‘ any agreement 
sther intended or not to be followed by the execution of any other 
by which a right in equity to any personal chattels, or to any 

s or security thereon, shall be conferred.’’ And by section 9, ‘‘ Where 
4 uent bill of sale is executed within, or on the expiration of, seven 
days after the execution of a prior i bill of sale, and com- 
prises all or any part of the personal chattels comprised in such prior bill 
of sale, then, if such ergnent bill of sale is given as a security for the 
same debt as is secured by the prior bill of sale, or for any part of such 
debt, it shall, to the extent to which it is a security for the same debt or 
part thereof, and so far as respects the personal chattels or part thereof 
in the prior bill, be absolutely void, unless it is proved to the 

on of the court having cognizance of the case that the subsequent 

pill of sale was bond fide given for the purpose of correcting some 
material error in the prior bill of sale, and not for the purpose of evading 
this Act.”’ On the appeal it was urged, on the authority of Graham v. 
(12 C. B. 85), that the bill of sale was necessarily void as an act 
of iptcy, because it comprised, not only all the grantor’s effects 
existing at the time of ‘its execution, but also all the property to be there- 
after acquired by him, including what he might graye by means of 
the advance then made to him. And it was further contended, on the 
evidence, that the giving of the bill of sale had been purposely postponed 
to save the credit of the grantor, and that, consequently, notwithstanding 
the mt advance, it was void as an act of bankruptcy on the authority 
of Be parte Fisher (20 W. R. 849, L. R. 7 Ch. 636) and Ez parte Kilner (28 
W. R. 269, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 245). The Court of Appeal (Baccatiay, 
lamprey, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision of Bacon, C.J., and 
the validity of the bill of sale. Linpuzy, L.J., said that he was 
satisfied by the evidence that there was a bond fide agreement before the 
guarantee was given that Hemingway should give the security which was 
afterwards given by the bill of sale. His lordship was also satisfied that 
the appellants endeavoured to get the bill of sale executed by the 
debtor, and they did not agree to the postponement of the execution to 
bolster up his credit, or acquiesce in the delay which took place, but that, 
80 far as they were concerned, there was an honest attempt to get it 
executed. Then, what were the legal consequences of the facts? The 
first question was whether the bill of sale was void under section 9 of the 
Billsof Sale Act. That section was intended to meet a specific method of 
evading the registration of bills of sale. Its language was restricted to 
that, and did not in terms apply at all to a case like the present, and it 
Ps to his lordship, not only that the present case did not come within 
words of the section, but that it would not be in conformity with legal 
ogy oad to adopt a mode of reasoning which would bring it within the sec- 
. Then it was said that the bill of sale was an act of ba ptcy. This was 
amore formidable question. The bill of saleassigned all thedebtor’s roperty, 
and it was contended, on the authority of Graham v. Chapman, that a bill 
of sale so worded as to enable the grantee to seize, not only all the 
utr sog olg apbed of the grantor, but all the property which he should 
acquire by means of the money advanced to him, was void, as neces- 
sarily defeating and delaying the creditors of the grantor. If Graham v. 
Chapman did so decide, it was distinctly wrong. That had been said again 
and again in subsequent cases. His lordship was not sure that that was 
really the meaning of Graham v. Chapman ; it might be susceptible of the 
explanation suggested by Willes, J., in Lomax v. Buxton (19 W. R. 441, 
L,R. 60. P. 107), that the decision in Graham v. Chapman was really 
arrived at by. reason of the court’s considering that the jury had come to 
awrong conclusion in finding that a real advance was contemplated, of 
which the am gro was to have the advantage. In other words, that 
What purpo: to be an advance in Graham v. Chapman was not really 
amadvance at all. But if Graham v. Chapman was to be treated as laying 
down that a bill of sale in such a form was necessarily bad, it had been 
frequently dissented from, and must be considered as overruled. Then it 
was said that the bill of sale was void on the authority of Ex parte Kilner, 
on the ground that the grantees consented to the postponement of the 
execution of the deed in order to protect the credit of the grantor. Ez 
parte Kilner was a most valuable authority, and showed the care which 
ought to be taken in dealing with cases of this kind; and if he thought 
that the grantees in the present case had been conniving at the non- 
execution of the bill of sale, his lordship would not hesitate to apply the 
e of Ex parte Kilner, But he thought, upon the evidence, that the 

case was entirely outside that doctrine, The bill of sale could not 
impeached either under the Bills of Sale Act, or as an act of bank- 

. ° Fry, LJ., entirely agreed. He accepted in its fulness the 

eof Ex parte Kilner, He agreed in what was there said by James, 

LJ., that ‘where a document is set up which, upon the face of it, is an 
act of art rae ge” that is an assignment of all a man’s goods for a past 
consideration ; if it is said that it is not an act of bankruptcy, because it 
is warranted by a prior agreement, the onus prodandi is always upon the 
person who sets up the prior agreement to prove, not only that the 
agreement did exist in fact, but that it was in all respects a bond fide 
agreement.’’ Cases of this kind required to be watched with extreme 
and care, but in the present case he was satisfied that 

the onus which was thus cast on the appellants had been dis- 
He was satisfied that there was a bond jide agreement 

for the immediate execution of the bill of sale, and that there 
Was - no uiescence by the appellants in the delay which 
took place in its exccution, They all reasonable efforts to procure 
its execution by the debtor, and the delay was really due to his unwilling- 
ness to do what he had promised. Baacautay, L.J., in no dissented 
the principles which had been laid down by his colleagues, but he 
doubted whether they had come to a right conclusion in applying the 





principles to the circumstances of the case. He entirely agreed in their 
view as to the question upon the Bills of Sale Act. As to the other point, 
the general omy ‘eM were concisely stated by Mellish, L.J., 
in Ex parte Fisher (L. R. 7 Ch. 644), thus—‘‘ Although we do not dispute 
the rule that where a sum of money is advanced on the faith of a promise 
that a bill of sale shall be given, such sum is to be treated as a present 
advance on the security of a bill of sale, we do not think that rule 
will protect transactions where the giving of the bill of sale is purposely 
ostponed until the trader is in a state of insolvency, in order to prevent 
he destruction of his credit which would result from registering a bill of 
sale. We think that such a postponement is evidence of an intention to 
commit an actual fraud against the general creditors.” His lordship 
would not repeat what he had said in Fx parte Kilner, but there was an 
important ge in the judgment of Thesiger, L.J., in that case which 
he would cite. Thesiger, L.J., said (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 251), ‘‘I think that 
the decision in Ex parte Fisher supplied a most wholesome correction to- 
the dangers which, as it seems to me, may arise from the principles laid 
down in Mercer v. Peterson (L. R. 2 Ex. 304, 3 Ex. 104), and that we ought 
to apply the doctrines laid down by Lord Justice Mellish to. their full 
extent, and to require, in this and similar cases, a very clear explanation 
of the reason why the giving of the bill of sale was delayed.”” And 
James, L.J., added the observations which had been already quoted by 
, L.J. This was a most valuable extension of the principle enunciated 
by Mellish, L.J., in Ex parte Fisher, and it was important to uphold it to 
its fullest extent. In the present case his lordship was not satisfied that 
the execution of the bill of sale was not purposely postponed in order to 
save the grantor’s credit. He thought there was no sufficient explanation 
of the delay. He did not entertain this view very strongly, but he felt 
doubt enough to prevent him from saying that he concurred in the view 
taken by the other members of the court.—Souicrrors, Singleton § Tatters- 
hall ; Hickin § Graham. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—DiIsTRESS—FRAUDULENT RemovaL or Goons BY 
TENANT—SEIZURE BY LANDLORD AFTER TENANT HAS GIVEN UP PossEss1on— 
8 Anngz, oc. 14, ss. 6, 7—11 Geo. 2, c. 19, s. 1.—In the case of Gray v. Stait, 
in the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 11th inst., the court had to consider 
the question whether a landlord may, after a tenant has given up posses- 
sion of the demised premises, follow and seize goods which have been 
fraudulently removed in order to defeat his right of distress. The plain- 
tiff was tenant to the defendant of a house, fora term which was deter- 
mined on the 29th of September, 1881, by notice to quit from the defend- 
ant. The plaintiff gave up possession of the demised premises on that 
day, but had previously removed his goods, some before and some after 
rent had become due. On the 22nd of October the defendant seized the 
goods so removed. Thereupon the plaintiff brought an action to recover 
damages for such seizure, and the defendant put in a counter-claim for 
certain rates and taxes alleged to have been paid by him for the plaintiff, 
and also for double value of the goods removed. At the trial before 
Lopes, J., the jury found that the goods had been fraudulently removed, 
and gave a verdict for the defendant on the claim and counter-claim. 
Lopes, J., on further consideration, was of opinion that the distress was 
illegal unless it could be justified under the statutes 8 Anne, c. 14, and 
11 Geo. 2, c. 19, but that the former statute did not apply toa tenant whose 
term had expired, and who had: abandoned possession, and that the 
statute 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, carried the case no f er. Judgment was there- 
fore entered for the plaintiff on the claim. The court (Brerr, M.R., 
Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the judgment. Brerr, M.R., said 
that there could be no question that the seizure of the goods which were 
removed before rent was due was a trespass. As to the other portion of 
the goods the landlord remained unprotected by the statutes. Where 
there has been a fraudulent removal of goods from demised premises, 
with the intention of defeating the landlord’s right of distress, 11 Geo. 2, 
c. 19, gives the landlord a power of distress in all cases in which, if the 
goods had not been so removed, he could rightfully have distrained either 
at common law orunder 8 Anne, c. 14. Under the latter statute goods can 
be seized after the determination of the lease, as if the lease had not been 
determined, but with the proviso that the distress must be made within 
six months after such determination, and during the continuance of the 
landlord’s interest and during the possession of the tenant from whom the 
arrears are due. It is a condition of the application of the statute that 
the tenant must be in actual possession, whether such possession be 
wrongful, at will, or on sufferance. But the plaintiff had abandoned 
possession, and, therefore, the defendant was not protected. Corron and 
Bowen, L.JJ., were of the same opinion.—Sorrcrrors, Thompson ¢ Ward; 
T. Skowes-Cox. 


Practicr—Prozats Actron—Onrpsr For Triat wirnovr Jury—Jvris- 
piction—Drscretion—Aprrat—Prosats Covrr Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vier. 
c. 77), 8. 35—Orp. 36, rr. 3, 4, 26.—In a case of Buryoine v. Meordug, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 9th inst., the question arose whether an 
order which had been made by the Probate Division for the trial of bd ye 
bate action without a jury had been made without jurisdiction, if 
not, whether the order could be appealed from. Section 35 of the Probate 
Court Act, 1857, provided that ‘it shall be lawful for the Court of Probate 
to cause any question of fact arising in any suit or proce under this 
Act to be tried by a special or common jury before the court itself, or by 
means of an issue to be directed to any of the superior courts of common 
law, in the same manner as an issue may now be tirected by the Court of 
Chancery, and such question shall be so tried by a jury in any case where 
an heir-at-law, cited or otherwise made party to the suit or proceeding, 
makes application to the Court of Probate for that purpose ; and in any 
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other case where all the parties to the suit or proceeding concur in such an 
application, and where any party or partiés other than such heir-at-law make 
a like application (the other party or parties not concurring therein), and the 
court shall refuse to cause such question to be tried by a j , such refusal 
of the court shall be subject to appeal as herein provided.”” In the present 
case the action was brought to establish an alleged will of a testator, the 
question being whether he was of sound mind. The plaintiff gave notice, 
under rule 3 of order 36, of trial before a judge and jury, and the trial 
took place in that way, but the jury could not agree and were discharged. 
A second trial took p with the same result, the jury being again dis- 
charged. The President then, on the application of the defendant, made 
an order, under rule 26 of order 36, that the action should be tried by a 
judge without.a jury, and the Court of be eg (Baccattay and Linpiey, 
.JJ.) affirmed his decision. It was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that, 
having regard to section 35 of the Probate Court Act, the court had no 
jurisdiction, under rule 26, to order a trial without a jury, and that the 
action could not, before the Judicature Act, have been so tried without the 
consent of parties. And it was further urged that, if the court had a dis- 
cretion to order a trial without a jury, an appeal lay from the exercise of 
the discretion. It was also contended that when once the action had been 
set down for trial by a jury, without objection by the defendant, the court 
had no power to direct another mode of trial. The application ought to 
have been made before notice of trial. Baccatuay, L.J., thought that on 
the true construction of section 35 the action could, before the Judicature 
Act, have been tried without a jury without any consent of parties. If the 
heir-at-law had made an application for a trial with a jury, there could 
not have been a trial without a jury without consent. But he had not 
made such an application, and, therefore, rule 26applied. Then it was said 
that, the mode of trial having been fixed by the plaintiff's notice of trial, 
the court had no jurisdiction, under rule 26, to direct any other mode. 
His lordship could see no reason for thus limiting the power given by rule 
26. It was perfectly general in its terms. There was nothing to make it 
subject to the provisions of any of the previous rules; on the contrary 
rule 3 was expressly made ‘‘subject to the provisions of the following 
rules.”” He thought it quite clear that a notice of trial given by a plaintiff 
under rule 3 could be interfered with by the judge under rule 26. If the 
judge did interfere with the plaintiff's notice of trial, this was an exercise 
of discretion on his part with which the Court of Appeal would not 
readily interfere. Some little doubt had been occasioned by a passage in 
the judgment of James, L.J., in Ruston v. Tobin (27 W. R. 588, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 558). He said, ‘‘ When a judge has a discretion as to the mode of 
trial, his exercise of that discretion is not to be interfered with.”’ But if 
that was to be understood literally, it would be hardly consistent with the 
judgment of Jessel, M.R., in the same case. In Hunt v. Chambers (30 
W. R. 527, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 365), the Court of Appeal did interfere with 
the exercise of discretion of a Vice-Chancellor as te the mode of trial, 
because he had placed the onus of proof on the wrong . That case 
laid down the true principle—viz., that the Court of Appeal would not 
interfere unless it was satisfied that the mode in which the discretion had 
been exercised was clearly wrong. His lordship was not satisfied of that 
in the present case. The judge knew all the circumstances and thought 
it better that the third trial should be before a judge without a jury. So 
far as his lordship was able to form an opinion this was a very wise exer- 
cise of the judge’s discretion. But he would feel justified m interfering 
only if he was satisfied that the judge was clearly wrong. Lrnptey, L.J., 
thought that this case was within rule 26, and that that rule ought not to 
be narrowed in its operation in the way suggested. And, as to the dis- 
cretion, he had hardly ever known a case in which it had been bette 
exercised.—Soricrrors, Wood § Wootton ; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 
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Practice—Revivorn—Orper or Covrse—Deatn or Sore PiLamtirr IN 
Apursistration Actios—Perrson HAVING LipERTY TO ATTEND PRoceEDINGS 
—Onxper 50.—In a case of Burstall vy. Fearon, before Pearson, J., on the 
10th inst., the question arose whether an order of course to revive an ad- 
ministration action could be made on the death of the sole plaintiff by a 
person who was not a party to the action, but who had been served with 
notice of judgment and had obtained liberty to attend the proceedings 
under it. This m had made an application for an order of course to 
revive, but, on the authority of the recent decision of Chitty, J, in 
Delaney v. Delaney (ante, p. 418), the order of course clerk declined to make 
the order. Paxson, J., on the authority of Dobson v. Faithwaite (30 Beav. 
228), held that, inasmuch as the applicant was, by virtue of his liberty to 
attend the proceedings, in the position of a party to the action, the order 
ought to have been made. Delaney v. Delaney was distinguishable, because 
the person who in that case desired to revive had not obtained liberty to 
attend the proceedings.--Soricrrors, Bompas, Bischoff, & Dodgson ; Stevens, 
Bawtree, & Stevens. 





Compaxy—Wixpinc vp—Conruisvrony—Hvseaxp and Wire—SeparatE 
Estare—Suanes 1s Name oy Manzrey Woman.—In a case of In re The 
Fire Re-Insurance Corporation, before Pearson J., on the 10th inst., the 
question arose in the winding up of a company whether a husband ought 
to be placed on the list of contributories in respect of shares which 
stood in the sole name of his wife. The wife bought the shares during 
the coverture by means of savings of her separate income. They were 
registered in her name alone, the company knowing that she was a 
married woman. Dividends were from time to time paid to her on her 
separate receipt. On the winding up of the company the liquidator 
placed her name on the list of contributories, and he afterwards sought 
to put on the husband also. Reliance was placed on a passage in Buckley 
on the Com Acts (4th ed, p. 72), in which the learned author says, 
“A ma woman may become a shareholder in her own right so as to 










bind her separate estate,’’ but, he adds, ‘“‘her husband may, it 
in such a case be put upon the list too.’? Reference was also 
D’ Ouseley’s case Rivanes Arbitration) (18 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, ‘| 
Pearson, J., held that the husband ought not to be placed on the 
The money with which the shares were purchased was really se 
estate of the wife, and she invested it with the knowledge of the cor 
as separate estate, and they accepted her as the separate owner 
shares.—Soxtcrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. ; Learoyd § Co. 








Wit1—Annvurry—Insvurricrent Income or Estate—Ricuts or Tayayp 
For LIFE AND REMAINDERMAN.—In a case of Walker v. Martineau, Q 
Pearson, J., on the 7th inst., a question arose as to the rights of a tena 
for life and remaindermen with regard to the payment of annuities be 
queathed by a will, the income of the estate when invested being in 
to pay the annuities in full. Subject to the payment of some 
and annuities, the testatrix gave her personal estate to trustees on | 
for a tenant for life and remaindermen. On behalfof the tenant for life 
was contended that Government annuities ought to be purchased for th 
annuitants, and if that was done there would be a surplus of capital avail. 
able to produce an income for the tenant for life, but a large part of 
capital would be expended in making the purchases. Reliance was 
on Bulwer v. Astley (1 Ph. 422), as showing that the tenant for : 
only liable to pay the interest on the value of the annuities. On beh 
the remaindermen it was contended that the income of the residue, so far 
as it would go, must be applied in payment of the annuities, and that, when 
necessary, recourse might be had from time to time to the — Prar- 
son, J., held that the latter course was the right one. e said that 
Bulwer v. Astley was distinguishable, because in it there was a trust to 
raise the value of the annuities by a mortgage of real estate, and therefore 
it was held that the tenant for life of that estate was only liable to pay the 
interest on the value.—Soxicrrors, Walker, Martineau, § Co. ; Pattison, 
Wigg, § Co. ; Norton & Co. ; J. M. Chamberlain ; Hollams, Son, § Coward; 
T. G. Woollacott. 
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Execuror—RETAINER—EXECUTOR OF ExEcuTor— CrEpIToR IN Hicum 
Decree—Hinve Patmer’s Act (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 46), s. 1.—In a case of 
Wilson v. Coxwell, before Pearson, J., on the 7th inst., some questions 
arose as to an executor’s right of retainer. The first question was whether 
the right existed in favour of the executors of a deceased executor of the 
testator whose estate was being administered. The deceased executor left 
a co-executor surviving him, and therefore his executors did not nt 
the original testator, but the deceased executor had asserted the right of 
retainer in his lifetime. Onthis ground Pearson, J., held that the case 
was distinguishable from Hopton v. Dryden (Prec. in Chan. 179), and that 
the executors of the deceased executor had a right of retainer. The other 
point arose thus. The plaintiff was a specialty creditor of the original 
testator. The deceased executor was a simple contract creditor, as were 
all the other creditors. It was admitted that there was no right of 
retainer as against the plaintiff, who was a creditor in a higher degree than 
the deceased executor, and the question was how the right of retainer was 
to be worked out consistently with the provision of de Palmer’s Act, 
which places ialty and simple contract creditors on an equality in the 
administration of the estates of deceased persons. Pranson, J., yeh 
after payment of costs, it must be ascertained what amount of i 
the assets would (irrespectively of any on of retainer) pay to all the credi- 
tors, including the plaintiff. That dividend must be paid to the p 
and the executors of the deceased executor would then exercise their right 
of retainer against the residue of the assets. ‘The balance (if any) 
be divided rateably among the simple contract creditors.—Soxicrroms, 
Ochme §& Summerhays ; Roberts § Barlow. 








SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hicu Covrr or Justice.—Queen’s Bencu Drvisron. 
(Sittings in Bane, before Grove and A. L. Smrrn, JJ.) 
April 26.—In re James Henry Crump, a Solicitor. 


In this case a rule nisi was obtained in December last, calling upon this 
solicitor to show cause why he should not answer the matters of a 
affidavit, or in the alternative be struck off the rolls. The epplication 
made on behalf of the trustees of a Mr. and Mrs. Hawkins, in whose 
settlement certain leasehold property was included, part of which was 
subject to two mortgages for £ and £300 respectively. In October, 
1881, the mortgagees for the £900 called in the amount due to them om 
their mortgage, and Mr. J. H. Crump, who had acted throughcut as the 
solicitor of the ae. = been pore om “y+ ye £600 = 
£300, so that they might be over by to the m . On 
November 24, 1881, the sensei not having been paid off by Mr. in 
Crump, the mortgagees had commenced an action against the trustees Of 
Mr. and Mrs. Hawkins in the Chancery Division?in which Mr. Crump 
acted for the defendants until October 12, 1882. Soon after the commences 
ment of this suit in chancery he had informed Mr. and Mrs, Hawking 
that he had paid into court the amount of the principal, interest, 
costs due by their trustees to the ee after having first, as he tole 
them, tendered it in vain to the latter. It had been agreed by him and the 
solicitors for the plaintiffs in that action that the evidence in it should be — 
taken only by affidavit, but he had allowed the time to go by during which — 
the defendants, the present 7 would have been entitled to 
their affidavits without having told them anything about it, and wi 
having filed any affidavit at all on their behalf. In October, 1882 
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admitted to Mr. Hawkins that he had not paid the £900 into 
action in the Division, but said he had done so in 
a and Mr. and Mrs. Hawkins had, as they 


for Mr. J..H. Crump, asked the court to refer the 
master, or report upon it. Mr. Crump did 
e had in his hands a ance of £580, for which he had 
the applicants, subject to a deduction from it of the amount 


# 










of a bill of costs sae 4 them tohim. As to the allegation that he had 
; to file any affidavits in the action brought against Mr. Hawkins’ 
ANE a. Crump swore that he had given the same to his clerk that he 
— file them, and that he had been wholly unaware that the latter 
' if failed to do so until he had read the affidavit used for the present 
8 be- ion. He swore he had tendered the £900 to the plaintiffs in the 
cient action brought against Mr. Hawkins’ trustees, and that he had 
zacies meant to pay it into court, but had not in the result done so, because he 
on iad been advised by counsel that, as that tender had been admitted in 
life , it was unnecessary to do so. He also swore in his affidavit that 
t the po ball compelled to file his petition for liquidation, but had not in- 
> daded Mr. and Mrs. Hawkins among his creditors, as he fully intended 
the snd still did intend to pay them in full. 
on J, Eldon Bankes, on behalf of the trustees, urged that it was clear that 
oe Mr. J. H. Crump had fraudulently withheld a caw sum of money from 
alf of his clients, and wholly failed to give a satisfactory answer to the 
0 far affidavit of the at. 
When Grove, J., said he was of opinion that the affidavit filed by Mr. J. H. 
Pear. Crump was no answer to the charges brought against him, and that the 
By rule to strike him off the rolls must therefore be made absolute. 
“in Suu, J., concurred.— Times. 
y the 
ttison, an , 
ard ; (Sittings in Banc, before Grove and Sreruen, JJ.) 
May 10.—In the Matter of Norman Barron, a Solicitor. 
This case, which was first before the court on the 13th of March last, 
(GHER came on again on the rt of Master Brewer to the following effect :— 
se of Inthe early part of 1881, one Arthur Watson was committed for trial on 
stions acharge of wilful murder, and was tried and convicted on the 12th of 
ether May in that year at the —— Assizes, and was afterwards reprieved 
f the othe ground of insanity. is father (John Watson) and his brother 
wr left meee ptsined Mr. Norman Barron for his defence, and that retainer had 
-esent been accepted and acted upon. For —- of the trial it was 
ht of necessary to have the attendance of four m ical witnesses, and on the 
Case Sst of May, 1881, Mr. Barron had sent his bill of costs to Mr. John 
- that Watson, containing sums of £10 10s., £5 5s., £5, and £2 2s., purporting 
other to have been paid to those witnesses respectively. Mr. John Watson and 
iginal his son George, believing that the witnesses had been paid by Mr. Barron, 
were paid him the amount of his bill of costs, including the fees of these 
ht of medical witnesses, whereas, in truth and in fact, he had not paid them at 
than all, The witnesses had, in fact, afterwards sued him for the amount of 
T Was their fees, and he had allowed judgment against him to go by default, 
Act, and, in May, 1882, compounded with his creditors for a composition of 
n the four shillings in the pound. 
b. Smyly ad the court on behalf of Mr. Barron, urging that a lenient 
view might be taken of his case, which was that of an impecunious man 
redi- who had received money by driblets, and used it for the wants of the day, 
intiff, and to satisfy his more ——s creditors, instead of retaining it until it 
right had amounted to £22 17s., and he could have paid the fees to the medical 
vould Witnesses, as had been his duty. Before the trial he had no doubt received 
TORS, inall £61 14s., but at that time he had been nearly £58 out of pocket. In 
gry dig take £94 for the balance of £126 due to him, he had, in speak- 
ing of the medical witnesses to Mr. John Watson, told him he had to pay 
them, and it might be fairly said that he had meant thereby that he had 
then had still to pay them their fees, and generally that such a payment 
would fall on his shoulders, and not that it had been already made by 
him. In conclusion, the learned counsel urged the youth of Mr. Barron, 
and that if the court should think fit to deal with his case leniently, it 
would no doubt prove a lesson to him which he would not forget in the 
Wills, Q.C. (who, with Garth, appeared on behalf of the Incorporated 
| this law Society), said that the accused man Watson had been a akin te 
f ab Post-office, and that his fellow-clerks had, with great liberality, sub- 
n Was scribed funds for his deferce. It was no doubt true that these funds had 
come into Mr. Barron’s hands by driblets. The case would have been a 
much less serious one if he had sworn to a defence which the master had 
found to be, and which undoubtedly had been, false. In his affidavit he 
had sworn to a s c agreement having been made between himself and 
Mr. Watson, that if the latter paid £94 and the fees to the medical 
Witnesses, he would accept such £94 for the balance due to him on his bill 
of costs—viz., £126, less the £22 17s. due to those witnesses. Such a 
defence, which, previously to swearing to it in his affidavit, Mr. Barron 
had set up in a letter to the Law Society, made his case, quite apart from 





lent expression as to his having paid the fees to the medical 

@ most serious one, as it involved his bringing a totally un- 

founded charge of perjury apainat his client, Mr. Watson, with whose 

affidavit it was in direct conflict. 

Grove, J., in giving judgment, said the court had had some doubt as 
er that misconduct of Mr. Barron, which was of a 

, ought not to be visited with the most extreme penalty. There 

question but that what he had stated in his affidavit was 


he would be s peg rg apt go lagen ge oy 
ncaa said that it had been only on the ground 
court ought to err rather on the side of leniency than of severity, 
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that it had not been ordered that Mr. Barron should be struck off the 
rolls.— Times. 


May 11.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor. 


Wills, Q.C. (Scott with him), applied for a rule nisi calling the 
solicitor in question to show cause why he should not be struck off the rolls. 
The learned counsel said that he made the present application on behalf of 
the Incorporated Law Society, and that it would be shown that the solicitor 
in question had allowed one Levy, recently sentenced at the Old a to 
a long term of imprisonment for fraud, to carry on business in Long Acre 
in his name, or had carried on business in partnership with him in a 
nefarious way. Levy had paid the rent, and the solicitor in question had 
stated that he had gone to the office only about once a wi and had 
been paid £2 a week by Levy, who alone had had power to draw on the 
account kept in the name of the firm, so that there could be very little 
doubt that the business had substantially been that of Levy, and not of 
the solicitor in question. The learned counsel said the facts in the case 
were somewhat complicated, but he did not think it would be 

for him to go at all fully into them on the present occasion, as he might 
almost say that the present application was made by the direction of the 
divisional court, before whom a transaction in which the solicitor in _ 
tion had been concerned had come. There could, at any rate, be no doubt 
that it was made with the full sanction of that court, which had taken the 
course of adjourning the matter then before it until next term, with liberty 
in the meanwhile to apply to have the solicitor struck off the rolls. 

The court granted the rule nisi.— Zvmes. 





In the Matter of W. A. Freston, a Solicitor 


Bowen Rowlands, Q.C. (with whom was W. Hart), applied in this case 
for an order to discharge an order of Mr. Justice Denman, made on April 
19, 1882, under which an attachment was issued against the above-named 
solicitor for his failure to deliver up certain documents, and pay a sum of 
£10 and costs. At the time of the issuing of the order for the attachment, 
as a matter of fact, all the papers had been delivered up by Mr. Freston, 
but he had then failed to pay the £10 and costs. <A solicitor acting for 
him had in July last—that was three months subsequently to the issuing 
and lodging of the writ of attachment—paid a sum of £10, but not the 
costs. e application was for his release, on the ground that he was no 
longer in contempt, and though it was admitted that he had not paid the 
costs, it was contended that by delivering up the documents and the pay- 
ment of £10 he had purged his offence. 

Without calling — W. R. Smith and Cock, who appeared to oppose 
the eugontion, the former on behalf of the solicitors who had obtained 
the order for the attachment, and the latter for the sheriff, 

The Court refused the application, on the ground that Mr. Freston was 
still in contempt, and that it was not competent for them to go into the 
merits of the order of Mr. Justice Denman. 

The application was therefore dismissed, with costs.— Zimes. 





COUNTY. COURTS, 
SALISBURY. 
(Before Mr. Serszant TrnDAL ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Lovibond v. Yearsley. 


Breach of contract to purchase fixtures—Inability of vendor to 
convey by giving a bill of sale. 

His Honovr, who had reserved judgment in this case at the previous 
court, said :—The plaintiff's claim of £7 8s. being admitted, the defendant 
relies upon a counter-claim, in which he claims £50 as damages sustained 
by him by the plaintiff's refusal to purchase certain fixtures agreed to be 
taken from the defendant by valuation, which agreement is alleged to 
bear date on the 25th of July, 1882; and, as an alternative counter-claim, 
an agreement to the same effect made in the month of December, 1881 ; 
and, as a further alternative, the defendant claims the sum of £9 for the 
plaintiffs breach of an agreement to purchase four store casks of the 
defendant. As no evidence was offered at the hearing of the two last- 
named alternative counter-claims, it will only be necessary to consider the 
counter-claim first pleaded, which rests upon a contract said to arise out of 
a correspondence between a Mr. Dawes, who acted as the agent on the part 
of the defendant, and the plaintiff's solicitor, Mr. Pewning. Im substance 
the contract may be stated to be that, in consideration of the defendant 
paying to the plaintiff the quarter’s rent of the premises that was 

ecoming due on the 29th of September, and a further quarter’s rent 
coming due the following Christmas, the plaintiff, in the event of being 
** obliged’? to take possession of the pi , would the trade 
and tenant's fixtures at a valuation. At this time Mr. Dawes was the 
holder of a bill of sale on the defendant's furniture, fixtures, and stock-in- 
trade, which bill of sale was in force at the time of filing the defendant's 
counter-claim. The written agreement of tenancy between the defendant 
and the plaintiff is dated the 12th of December, 1881. and contains 
number of provisions in the nature of covenants on the part 
defendant, such as that he would do nothing whereby the licence 
hotel should be forfeited, that he would not give a bill of sale 
the consent, in writing, of the plaintiff, and several others of a 
prohibitory character, the doing of any of which by the defendant 
give the plaintiff an immediate right of re-entry. Whether 
agreement relied upon by the defendant that at the end of the 
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of any intermediate period the plaintiff on taking possession was bound 
to take the defendant’s aes at a valuation, must, as it seems to me, 
depend upon what is the meaning of the words used in the contract of 
the plaintiff being ‘‘ obliged to take possession he would become the 

urchaser of the fixtures at a valuation.’’ It appears to me that Mr. 

awes, who, in the negotiation, must be taken to be the defendant’s agent, 
had, together with the plaintiff, when the letters forming the contract 
were written, sponte to their minds the terms of the agreement of 
tenancy, and Dawes was aware that the defendant, by having 
given a bill of sale to him (Dawes) without the consent of the plaintiff, 
the latter had acquired a right of re-entry. I conclude that this must be 
so from the fact that Mr. Dawes, in his letter to Mr. Powning of the 26th 
of July, 1882, states, “‘ It is expressly understood that the landlord shall 
not exercise’ any right he may have under the agreement, in consequence 
of the tenant having given a bill of sale.’’ It is reasonable to conclude 
that, having the exclusive right of supplying the hotel with beer, wines, 
and spirits, the plaintiffs object was to place himself in a position, in the 
event of the defendant doing any act which might peril the business, or 
cause a cessation of the business, to have the right of immediate posses- 
sion—in other words, would, for his own protection, be ‘‘ obliged to 
take possession.’’ I think this is the real meaning of the words, and that 
the intention of the parties was that the plaintiff was only to become the 
pees of the fixtures in the event of the defendant committing a 

reach of any of those terms of the agreement which, by rendering it 
necessary for him to retake the hotel, and on the business, would 
make it necessary for the p of keeping the hotel as a going concern 
to take over the fixtures, and that the contract of purchase in this case 
neither expressly nor impliedly imposed an obligation on the part of the 
— to purchase them in the case where the ‘tenancy was determined 

y notice or in the ordinary way. As the plaintiff never has been, 
according to the construction I have put upon the contract, ‘‘ obliged’’ to 
take possession, and as the relation of landlord and tenant between the 
plaintiff and defendant was determined by notice, and no breach of any 
of the defendant’s covenants occurred which ‘‘ obliged’’ the plaintiff to 
enter, the defendant’s counter-claim, according to the view I have taken, 
cannot be supported. There is, however, another answer to the 
defendant’s claim arising out of the bill of sale given by the defendant to 
Mr. Dawes, which ap to me to be conclusive. This document is 
dated the 25th of July, 1882, and by it the defendant sells or assigns to 
Dawes the fixtures the subject-matter of this action. The property in 
them at the time of filing the counter-claim was not in the defendant, but 
in the grantee of the bill of sale. Assuming, for the purpose of this view, 
that there was existing at the time a valid contract for their purchase, 
the defendant had placed it out of his power to give a good title to the 
purchaser. There are several authorities which show that when a party 
has disabled himself from fulfilling a contract, though, before the time 
allowed for that purpose, he may have recovered the means for doing so, 
still, in the meantime, the other party has a right to rescind it (Roper v. 
Coomber, 6 B. & C. 534). It has been held that a man who contracts to 
do a certain thing is bound to retain the power to do the act; by his not 
doing so, he commits a breach of his contract, and a right of action 
immediately accrues, and dispenses with the necessity of any request 
to perform it by the party to whom it is made (Lovelock v. Franklin, 15 
L. J. Q. B. 146). In giving judgment in this case, Lord Denman, C.J., 
said: ‘‘In the case of a sale of goods the party contracting to sell may 
have them ready to deliver as soon as the price is tendered; until such 
tender he is under no contract to have them in his possession, but a party 
who agrees to assign his interest in leasehold premises, of which he is at 
the time possessed, puts it out of his power by assigning the premises to 
someone else.”” Here, at the time of filing the counter-claim, all the 
property that the defendant had in the fixtures was an equity of redemp- 
tion, and had there been a valid contract of purchase, and a valuation 
had been made, there existed no power on the part of the defendant to 
convey the rty in the fixtures to the plaintiff. On both grounds, 
therefore, first, that the contract of purchase depended upon a condition 
that has nevér arisen, and, secondly, that, by giving the bill of sale, the 
defendant had placed it out of his power as a vendee to perform his part 
of the contract, I hold that the counter-claim is not proved, and that there 
must be a verdict for the plaintiff for £7 8s. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, Powning. 

Solicitor for the defendant, Nodder. 








Mr. Percy Charles Robinson writes to the Times :—‘‘ On Saturday last I 
was anxious to obtain an order attaching a debt and serve it before two 
o’clock. I attended at chambers with the necessary affidavit. There were 
only two masters present, and they divided the business between them as 
follows : one was hearing summonses, the other was taxing bills. The one 
hearing summonses had a very full list; the other had very little to do. 
I went to the latter and made the application. He was alone, and read- 
ing the Times, and, th it would not have taken him two minutes to 
look through the affidavit and make the order, he refused to do so on the 
ground that it was the business of the master hearing summonses to hear 
such applications, and when I informed him that the other master would 
be fully engaged hearing summonses till two o’clock, and pointed out the 
importance of obtaining the order at once, he absolutely declined to make 
the order. The result was, I had to goto the other master, and, after 
some difficulty in fetting before him, he stated he would hear the applica- 
tion after he mished the snmmonses, and I ultimately obtained the 
order a few minutes after two o’clock, when it was too late to be served 
and the time for drawing up orders. The consequence of the above 
re me for which there is no reason or necessity, may be a loss of £250 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. SAMUEL STEPHENSON BOOTH. 


Mr. Samuel Stephenson Booth, solicitor, of Huddersfield and firth 
died at the latter place on the 5th inst. Mr. Booth was born in 1839, 9, 
was admitted a solicitor in 1864, and he had ever since practised at Hy 
dersfield and Holmfirth. He had obtained a high reputation as a 
court advocate, and he had a good general practice. He was a 
commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire, and he had 
several years clerk to the county magistrates for the Holmfirth , 
He was also secretary to the Holmfirth Liberal Association, secre and 
solicitor to the Holmfirth Gas Company, and clerk to the Wool Dale 
Board. Mr. Booth’s early death has been universally lamented in 
neighbourhood. : 


MR. GEORGE OVERTON. 


Mr. George Overton, solicitor, formerly of Merthyr Tydvil, died at his 
residence, Wotton Mount, Brecon, on the Ist inst. Mr. Overton was the 
eldest son of Mr. George Overton, of Llanthetty Hall, Breckn e 
and was born in 1813. He was admitted a solicitor about the y 
1837, and he practised for several years at Merthyr Tydvil, where he 
an important practice, Mr. John Morgan having been for a long time 
associated in partnership with him. Mr. Overton was for many 
coroner for Glamorganshire. After his retirement from practice he way 
appointed a magistrate for Brecknockshire. He was also a " 
lieutenant for the latter county, and in 1877 he served the office of 
Sheriff. Mr. Overton was married to the daughter of Mr. Michae 
Hansley. 





MR. CHARLES CHAMPION. 


Mr. Charles Champion, solicitor, of 70, Whitechapel-road, died on the 
3rd inst. Mr. Champion was born in 1812. He was educated at Christy 
Hospital, and was for several years a clerk in the office of Messrs. ph 
& Turner, with whom he afterwards served his articles. He was 
a solicitor in 1847, and he had practised for about thirty-five years in 
Whitechapel-road, having been for many years associated in partn 
with the late Mr. Millner Jutsum. Mr. Champion had a very extensive 
practice in the East-end of London, and he was for several years clerk to 
the Whitechapel-road Lighting and Paving Commissioners, which bodj 
was dissolved on the passing of the Metropolis Local Management 
1855. 
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SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
May 9, Mr. Herbert Tritton Sankey in the chair; the other directon 

resent being Messrs. Asker (Norwich), W. B. Brook, J. Dodds, MP. 
Stockton-on-Tees), Edwin Hedger, H. W. Hooper (Exeter), F. H. Jansoi, 
J. H. Kays, R. E. Mellersh (Godalming), R. Pennington, Philip Ri 
J. A. Rose, Sidney Smith, F. T. Veley (Chelmsford), W. M. Walters, a 
F. T. Woolbert, and Mr. James T. Scott, secretary. A sum of £280 wat 
distributed in grants of assistance, and other general business was trami 
acted. 

The half-yearly meeting was held on Wednesday, at the Law Instith 
tion, Chancery-lane, under the presidency of Mr. H. T. Sankey, one of the 
directors. The report read by the secretary (Mr. J. T. Scott) stated that | 
during the six months ending the 28th of February last; 27 new <a 
were admitted to the association ; the aggregate number now on the 
is 2,726, of whom 1,033 are life and 1,693 annual subscribers; 47 of the 
life members are also good enough to give annual subscriptions of from 
one to five guineas each. The audited abstract of the accounts shows 
that the receipts during the half-year, exclusive of £261 17s. by sale @ 
London and St. Katharine Docks Debenture Stock, amounted # 
£1,929 12s 3d. In that amount are included two bequests, one of 
under the will of the late Mr. Henry Spence Fairfoot, and the other’@ 
£12 under the will of the late Mr. Christopher Cooke. The board 
with pleasure admitted to the privilege of honorary life mem! 
cae Rule IV.) Mr. Henry Webb, of Clement’s-inn, one of the late ™ 

‘airfoot’s executors. Application having been made for the return @ 
income tax deducted from dividends in 1881 and 1882, the sum @ 
£53 9s. 9d. appears in the receipts under that heading. <A sum 
£512 16s, 3d. was invested during the six montif in the purchase of £0 
Consols; the £250 London and St. Katherine Docks Four per Cemh 
Debenture Stock, standing as an investment in the last balance-sheet, ha 
been sold, and the proceeds (£261 17s.) re-investel by the purchase @ 
£259 5s. 2d. Reduced Three per Cent. Annuities, total F 

Capital on the 28th of he te 1883, amounted to £45,224 15s. 7d.,' 
consisted of £9,500 Consols, £7,259 58. 2d. Reduced Three per Cel 
£19,000 India Four per Cents., £4,417 London and North-Western Rar 
way Four per Cent. Perpetual Debenture Stock, and £5,048 10s. 96 
Metropolitan Consolidated 'Three-and-a-Half per Cent. Stock. Since tie 
half-yearly account was made up, asum of £2,142 13s, 2d. has been ac 
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‘19, 1883. 
ip funds of te ase iB t to an order of the High Court of 
Justice, da November 17, 1882, being the amount (less costs) bequeathed 
ty th will of John Appleton, Esq., of. Crosby-square, solicitor, ased. 
< to the name of the association being wrongly stated as: the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Institution’? in the will, the Law Association 
contested the right of this association to the bequest. The question was 
before Mr. Justice Kay, who decided in favour of this association, 
ut the litigation reduced the he ag by the amount of £102 14s. 3d. 
the same period of six mon 
is of assistance gratuities amounting to £1,110; £320 in the relief of 
dxcases of members and their families, being an average of over £53 in 
ech case, and £790 in the relief of five non-members and the families 
of forty-two deceased non-members, bein 
case. 


ing an average of nearly £17 

in A sum of £75 was also paid to the recipients of 
from the income of the late Miss Ellen Reardon’s bequest. 

The balance at the Union Bank of London on February 28 was £117 5s. 94., 
mathe sum of £15 was in the hands of the secretary. The. directors 
regret having to record the decease of two of their colleagues since the 
seed in October last—Mr. Alfred Cobbold, of Ipswich, and 
. Fred 
elected 
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erick Joseph Morrell, of Oxford—in whose places they have 

Mr. Benjamin Page Grimsey, of Ipswich, and Mr. Frederick 
Parker Morrell, of Oxford. The directors have to report the resignation, 
in last, of Mr. Thomas Eiffe, the late secretary of the association, 
in whose place they have elected their present secretary, Mr. James 
Thomas Scott, who, having been highly recommended, they have every 
reason to believe will prove a most efficient officer. The board, in closing 
this report, desire to express an earnest hope that they may receive the 
cordial co-operation of all the members in making the anniversary festival 
this year'a source of large benefit to the funds of the association. The 
festival will be held at the Star and Garter Hotel, Richmond, Surrey, on 
Wednesday, June 20, and Mr. Robert Few, of London, has kindly con- 
sented to preside. Gentlemen willing to become stewards will be good 
mough to take an early opportunity of forwarding their names to the 
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The Cuarnman moved the adoption of the report, and said that since the 
last meeting the balance-sheet had been audited by a professional man 
and hing had been found correct. It was very pleasing to find that 

the past six months they had received an addition to their funds, 
and that £2,142 had been added to them pursuant to an order of the High 
Court of Justice, being the amount bequeathed by the will of Mr. J. 
Appleton, who was a solicitor. He expressed regret at having lost the late 
secretary (Mr. Eiffe), but it was a pleasing fact to note that the association 
had secured the services of Mr. J. ‘I’. Scott, who would, he believed, carry 
out his duties efficiently. 

Mz, Brooxz seconded the motion, which was carried. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates were successful at the Intermediate Examina- 
| tion held on the 26th of April, 1883 :— 
Adams, William Henry Farr, B.A. Coo 
i 
ter Henry 
Ballant e, James 


r, Frederick George Stephen 

ictor 
Cordeaux, Richard Dymoke Cawdron 
Corser, Arthur Sandford 
Cotman, Arthur 
Croome, Frederick William 
Cross, George Young 
Daniel,. Thomas Albiston 
David, William Ontario 
Davies, Gilbert 
Deakin, William Clarke 
Dendy, Walter Barnes 
Dickinson, Barnard Ormiston, B.A. 
Dixon, Charles Edwin 
Docker, Alfred 
Dodgson, Joseph 
Down, William John, B.A. 
Drake, Edward Herbert 
Dunhill, Edward Smith 
Dunn, Charles George 
Farrer, William Francis, B.A. 
Farrington, Robert 
Fawcett, Robert Arthur 
Fillmer, Horatio Rutter 
Ford, Robert Hall 
Foster, Hedley Turner Plimsaul 
France, William Stephen 
Francis, Albert Edward 
Gardner, George James Ernest 
Gellatly, Peter Francis 
Glossop, Edwin Brownall 
Goodman’ Gecsge H 

an, Geo: enry, B.A. 
Gosling, John a rind 
Goulty, William Howard, B.A. 
Gray, Richard 


Bilbrough, Edward Power 
Blandy, William Charles, B.A. 
James William 

»G e Edmund 
Bowen, James Foyster B.A. 
Branthwaite, Robert Edward 
Brayshaw, Alfred Neave, B.A. 
; Pete: 
, Henry Essex 
Bromfield, John Carey 
Brown, George Laycock 
Brown, John eaning 
eee 
y Edw rge 
Burrell, John Joshua 


of the 


elit 
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ts 


ge se 


omy erick Stuart 

Thomas Floyd 

Clarke, Ronald Stanley, B.A. 

» Robert Hutchison Albert 


Lionel Beale Kyril 
ae Fdward oa 





hs, the board have distributed to those - 


Harris, Edmund Burke, B.A. 

Heelas, Archibald Hay Grant 

Heslop, John William Bernard 

Hilditch, Richard 

Hilton, Charles Henry 

Hinds, Arthur 

Holtom, William Fifield 

Hope, Albert Allan 

Horner, Christopher 

Horrocks, Arthur Edward 

Hughes, Thomas John 

Ireland, Henry Cubitt 

James, Sydney Trefusis 

Jefferies, Charles Walter 

Jenkins, Henry Vernon Poole 

J —— Reginald Pelham Barnes, 
A 


Jones, Charles Percy 

Jones, Edwin Foulkes 

Jones, Frederick Clifford Hamilton 
Jones, Lewis Foulkes 

Keir, Adam, B.A. 

Key-Wells, Arthur Penrhyn 
Lambert, Daniel Henry, B.A. 
Lee, Ernest 

Leech, Frederic Edward 
Lewis, Walter William 
Lidgey, Charles Albert 
Lithgow, Andrew James, B.A. 


McCartan, John 

McLeod, Charles Eldred 
Maddock, Rokeby Douglas 
Maggs, George Edward Hindley 
Markham, Charles Stenton 
Martin, Frederick William 
Matthews, John Barrington 
Maxwell, John Andrew 

May, Henry Allan Roughton 
May, Henry Arthur 

Mayo, John Alderson, B.A. 
Morriss, Thomas Hancock 
Morris, Ernest Myddleton 
Morrison, John Fleming 
Moss, William 

Mott, Alfred Fenwick 
Mudie, Henry 

Mulcaster, Walter Villiers 
Myers, William Lofthouse 
Norman, James Earl, B.A. 
Norris, Richard, B.A. 
Openshaw, Joseph Thomas 
Owen, William Pierce 

Phillips, William Alfred Maclure, B.A. 
Pickup, George William 

Porter, Charles Hornby 

Priest, Charles Joseph 

Purchase, John Barling 
Raworth, Edwin 


Alcock, John Edward 

Allin, Edward, B.A. 

Andrew, William Henry 
Arkle, Benjamin 

Ashburner, Thomas 

Bagott, Henry Pearman 
Barkley, William Henry 
Barnard, Harcourt George, M.A. 
Bennett, Arthur Henry, LL.B. 
Blackburn, Edward 

Bowles, Charles Ernest 
Burdekin, Arthur Edward 
Butler, Frederick William 
Caddy, Richard Osborn 

Cann, Daniel 


Chamberlin, Harold 

Coles, John Berriman Campion 
Coxon, Thomas William, B.A. 
Craven, Thomas Herbert 
Cridland, John Frederick Spencer 
Crosby, Ernest 

Crow, George 





Damant, Atherstone 


Greenly, Edward Reynolds, Francis Jubal 
Groome, Alfred Richards, John Walter 
Habgood, Alfred Ernest Robinson, Frederick 
Hadley, Tom Rollason, a oS 
Hardman, Herbert Rowlands, Wi Hugh 


Rutland, Philip John 
Savory, Ernest Jeffery Charles 


Sidebotham, Arthur 


Lovett, Henry Albert James, B.A.Thornely, Thomas Heath, B.A. 
U.S.A i 


Waldron, Arthur 
Watson, John Verity 


Finan ExAaMINation. 


The following candidates were successful at the Final Examination held 
on the 24th and 25th of April, 1883 :— 


Davies, Edward Jones 
Davies, Ernest Richard 


Capron, Theodore Henry ShuckburghFryde, Isaac 






































Shalless, Edwin 
Sheffield, Herbert 
Shirley, Walter Rayner, B.A. 


Smith, Joseph Walter 

Smith, Thomas William 

Smith, William 

Smith, William Threlfall 

Snow, Frederic Herbert 
Sparling, Arthur Steward Blyth 
Sprigge, Frank Augustus 
Stanley, Isaac Walton Brown 
Steward, Campbell 

Straus, Herbert Nathaniel 
Swainston, William John 
Swan, John Charles 

Tanner, Robert 

Tarbuck, Frederick William 
Temple, Arthur Waldis 
Temple, Guy 

Thomas, Wilfred Ivanhoe 
Thomson, George Campbell, B.A. 


Tickner, Avis 

Toomer, Herbert, M.A. 
Trotman, Edward Peter 
Tuckey, George Albert Thomas 
Vanderpump, William Charles 
Waldy, William 


Watson, William Hargrave 
Webb, Browne 


Wilkinson, Leonard 2 
Williamson, John James 
Wills, Maitland, B.A. . 
Wilson, William Sellers 
Winser, George Samuel ~ 
Withington, Victor Joseph 
Wood, Alfred Henry 
wor se Alfred 

’ William Reginald 
Woodward, Arthur 
Wright, Arthur 
reat ea 

yatt, Henry Crawshay, B.A. 

Yates, James Deakin, B.A. 


Davies, Horace Addison Charles 
Eugene 

Davis, Henry Newnham, B.A. 

Day, Alexander Estcourt 

Dymott, Sidney Edward 

Edwards, Frank Aubrey Harrison 
Entwisle, Robert Leach 

Fletcher, Richard Ashton 


French, Henry Saunders 


Gair, John Hamilton 
Garnett, Philip Frederic 
Giles, Frederick Hope 

, Tom Ellison 
Graham, Charles 
Griffith, John Walter 
Griffiths, David 
Grout, Joseph Osborn 
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Hall, Thomas William Pitman, Warren Heanes 
Hare, Richard Pope, Michael Herbert, <B.A.' 

weath, Walter, B.A. Popham, Ben; Secon _— 

Holt, Ed Porter, John 

Howson, omas Quiggin, Williaa 


Roberts, Charles Herbert 
Roberts, Frank Leonard 
Roberts, William 
Robertson, Edmund George 


Hudson, Charles James 
Hussey, Henry Cochrane *® 
Ireland, Frederick Schomberg 
Jackson, Charles James 


Johnston, Frederick William Robins, Frank 

Kemp, Charles Percival Salt, Bernard Arthur Charles 
Kent, Robert Salt, Francis Everard 

Kingston, James Philips Saunders, Elizur Thomas 
Knight, John Slater, William Wilkinson, B.A. 


Smith, Charles Manners 
Smith, John Ralph 

Spence, Edward Fordham 
Spickett, William 

Squire, William Barclay, B.A. 
Swift, Walter George ” 
Sykes, George Henry 

Taylor, Tom George 
Thompson, John William Howard 
Timbrell, Andrew William 
Townend, William 


—_— Joseph Guy 
, Henry Edward, B.A. 

Land, William Henry 
Lang, Frederick 
Lawrence, Charles Arthur 
Lawrence, William Thomas 
Leng, John Robert 
Malham, George ~ 

hall, Frank, B.A. 
Mawdesley, Ernest, B.A., LL.B. 
Maxfield, William Ashley 


Milligan, Trask, James Arthur 
Milling, Horace Tyas, Charles Joseph, M.A. 
Minton, Samuel Edward Ulcoq, Andrew 

i , Arthur Venning, Alfred Willmott 
Morris, Samuel Vezey, Thomas 


Mountain, Arthur ms 
Nicholls, Harry Welfit 
Noble, Joseph Horace, B.A. 
Norton, Robert 


Viney, Ernest 

Waddle, Matthias 

Whitehead, Arthur 

Whitelock, William Henry, B.A. 
Pakeman, John Robert Williams, John Smith 

Parsons, Herbert Williams, Richard David 
Pasmore, Leonard Nicholas Savery Winterton, Frank 

Perry, Bernard Joseph Wooler, Richard George 

Peters, Emil Wilhelm Ludwig UlrichWright, Frederic Edward 
Piercy, Thomas 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Sacueveret Suerry, solicitor, of 4, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the County of Middle- 
sex and the Cities of London and Westminster. 


Mr. Joszrx Currron Txompson, solicitor, of Workington, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of 
Deeds by Married Women for the County of Cumberland. 


Mr. Tomas Butuzr, solicitor, of Broughton-in-Furness, Dalton-in- 
Furness, and Millom, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for 
Lancashire and Westmoreland for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds 
by Married Women. 


Mr. Hersert Beavwont, solicitor (of the firm of Harrison & Beaumont), 
of Wakefield, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the West Riding of 
Yorkshire. 


Mr. Wiriu1am Lamsrook Watkem, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been 
—_—— a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
icature. 


Mr. Sreruen Hernert Garry, barrister, has been appointed Attorney- 
General for the Leeward Islands. Mr. Gatty is the son of the Rev. Alfred 
Gatty, D.D., Vicar of Eccleshall, Yorkshire. He was called tothe bar at 
the Middle’ Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1874, and he has prac- 
tised on the North-Eastern Circuit and at the West Riding, Leeds, and 
Sheffield Sessions. 


Mr. Joun Reng nre Gotpney, Attorney-General for the Leeward 
Islands, has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of the 
Colony of British ( uiana, in succession to Mr. Francis Fleming, who has 
been appointed Queen’s Advocate for Ceylon. Mr. Goldney is the second 
son of Sir Gabriel Goldney, Baronet, M.P. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1869, and he fermerly practised on the 
Northern Circuit. He has been Attorney - General for the Leeward 
islands since 1880. 


Mr. Wim Marxsy, D.C.L., Reader in Indian Law in the University 
of Oxford, has been elected a Fellow of All Souls’ College. 


Mr. Evwarp Haxry val yg of Palmerston-buildings, Old Broad- 
cnet, ant eee. sia ace Pay armies Bg gery ok ge ah 
missioner of the Court of the Colony of the Cape of Good H 
Mr. Aheotk ouaaieted ted in 1865, ‘ i a 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 10.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brus.—Earl of Aylesford’s Estates (No. 2); Metzopeting 
Street Improvements Act, 1877 (Amendment) ; Burnley Borough Tmpaoys 
ours Kingston-upon-Hull Docks ; Longton Extension and Improve. 


medical Act (1858) Amendment. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brits.—Newborough Drainage; Staveley Water; Hawarde, 
and District Water. 
Pluralities Acts Amendment. = 
Bi 


Cathedrals Act Amendment (Bishop of CaRLIsLE). 








HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


May 10.—Bill Read a Second Time. 

Private Brit. —Kast vena West India Dock. 

Bill in Committee. 

Customs and Inland Revenue. 

Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Private Bris.—Borrowstounness Harbour; British Fisheries Society; 
Maryport and Carlisle Railway (No. 2); Midland Railway ; enfield fan 
Corporation ; Portsmouth Street ‘Tramways Amalgamation ; Seafield Dock 
and Railway. 

New Bill. 


Bill to amend the Law relating to Agricultural Holdings in Englanj 
(Mr. Dopson). 


of<8 EF oS. 2 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CompPantEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Icr Facrory Come any LirmiTep.—Petition for win up, pre 
sented May 9, directed to eard before Chitty, J., on hee 26. aister and 
Shearman Sew inn, Strands solicitors for the petitioners 

BGATE PROMENADE PIER COMPANY, LIMITED — has, by an order 
dated A; pri 7 seus Roderick 4 Mackay, 8, even et be provisionally 


WILLINGsWoRTH COLLIERY Comp. LIMITED.— on for wind be is 
sented May 9, directed to be heard ard before Ohity, $f rs mn May 28. ies 
Bedford row, "agents for Duignan and Co, Walsall, solicitors for ie a eueaa 


[ Gazette, May 11. 


ASHTED BREWERY COMPANY, LIMITED.—Creditors are meen, ot 4 on or before June 

16, to send their Christian, and surnames, and their ad 
to Mr Luke Jesson Sharpe, B Monday, June 25 at : is ap) 

tor hearing and udicating upon be debts a —s claims 

COMMERCIAL UNION BANK, I required, on 
to send their names and addresses, and the mpd id ve. of their Fey oe 
to Mr Edmund Charles Chatter] ryt st, Cheapside. phe 
11, is ees oe for nokg and cating won ty tors are require and cates 


Srzica CoMPANY, 

before June 8, to send their pam and fe eligi Pag Re 

debts or claims, to Francis Joseph Thomas Moore. 

22 at 11. is a; ted for hearing and eieticodne on ~ nae nobis and ce nie 

GLOBE WINE CoMPANY, Limi1TED.—Petition :* ba ng up, presented May 

to be heard before Pemeans 3, cin He 2. Hadley and Garland, Que 

Victoria st, solicitors for the petitio: i 

HonDURAS INTER-OCEANIC RAILWAY COMPANY nen —Creditors are 
on or before June 16, to send their names and ad and gh : 
their debts or claims, to John William Atkinson, bard 4 
J uly 7 at 12, “is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


J.B. LAMBE AND COMPANY, LIMITED.—Pearson, dated 
appointed Charles Chatteris, 1, Queen Victoria t st, to mY, Yttiekal Her liquidator 
MP. Lmarren. —Petition for windin ing Up, DE magne 
to earson, J., on June 1. and 
pa Die A s inn, agents for 1 Dots and Co, Stockton-on-Tees, solkelbons 
oners 
pe , Gages LEAD Mintnc Company, LimitrEp.—By an order made by 
J., dated May 4, it was ordered that the ‘above company be wound up. 
ory, “Tobaeas st Within, solicitor for the petitioner 


(Gazette, May the 
bom IN CHANCE 
RAMSGATE AND MARGATE TRAMwats CoMPANY. Petition for ai 
sented ey 2, directed to be aeea before Pearson, J., on May q 
Co, Finsbury circus, solicitors for the petitioner 
(Gazette, May 1 


CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IN CHANCERY. 
THEEREATIONAL MARINE HyDnoPATiicC Comr any, , LIMITED.— 
has, by an order, dated May ted John Charles fs tends of 24, 
Liverpool, to be official liquidator eee gy on pw. before 
31, to send their names and addresses an a eae a 
anne So the maps a P phonday, uly July a x § ba “e appointed Be r hearing 
cating upon 
(Gazette, May 


we a CommrwarZ. 
oa es onal oe Riad A Be Wal 
Silisiiors for tte peudomen ; 
(Gasette, May 


sSofebeE 3 w1esPet-«8-8-SpE-2 



















































































































NEwavuay Minne ComMPAny, 
on April 28 it reacreanine volun 
be continued. Hodge and Co, Truro, 
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" Farenpiy Socretres Dissonvzp. 

ee 3 UnNtTED FRIENDLY BenuErit Society, Wrestlers’ Inn, Newmarket 

we , py AR ORANGEMEN, Pack Horse Inn, Boothfold, Lancaster. 
[ Gazette, May 11}. 


Do TO LopGz, Grand United Order of Oddfellows, Borough rd, Birken™ 
(Gazette, May 15.) 


a3F 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
BRETTINGHAM, Suffolk, Esq. Junei. Melhado 


HAM, THOMAS CLARK, Lodge, 
Woodcock, Pearson, J. RB; ed as Ly fields 
u Chitty, 9 4 Canterbury “A Horse pruned. June 4, Gulliver 


ad Donen Nes Now 
aT Baye! caanthangt Denbigh. wis 24, Roberts 
jane, Bradford, York. June 4. Whitehead v Dewhirst, Chitty, J 
(Gazette, May 4.} 
Br Junior United Service Club, or in the Army. June 5. Cone 
ORennett, Chitty, J. Ellis Newmarket” Ares r 
Hust, JosEPH, Stretham, Cambridge, Farmer. May 31. Hazel v Hazel, Kay, J 
Se ay in teport, , Cambridge, Farmer. June 2. Calver v Laxton, Kay, 
i 
wa, Papa eam, Desks General Deal J 4, Lee v Lee, Chitty, 
rs ILLIAM, M. nee ga ty i M 4 cin 
ore an or eoman. ay 29. 
“Wiaeieter, V.C. Bacon, a aale, if 
PARROTT, , SARAH, siaexnentt , Kent. June ne 1. Queneborough v Robinson, Kay, J. 
a BUCHANAN, Bath, Clerk. June 5. Pearson v Pearson, Pearson, 
_ la Newcastle on e, ie Worker. J 1. Turnbull 
kay J. rade Brig rr une v 
(Gazette, May 8.] 
Exus, hap ay Be wen mee ngy ohn oodbury, Devon, Maltster. May 31. Collins v Ellis, 
Wins, bie en ed Gent, June4. Procter v Hinds, Kay, J. Baker, 
LPH HAMILTON, Woodlands, Hants, J 11. ) ’ 
oe UNiabet, Lincoln’s inn fields — peseroenten meyg 
be ag ha Truce, Glossop, » Derby, Farmer. June 16. Wild v Wild, Pearson, 
° ’ 


(Gazette, May 11.) 


E EES 


J, Gib! 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Arma, DANIEL, Week Farm, Isle of Wight, Yeoman. June 2. Buckell, New- 


Ww, AARON, Furniture Dealer. June1. Dale, Leeds 

RosBERT, Wo! Cumberland, Innkeeper. June 1. Milburn, 
BRoapWaY, JOHN, Solihull, Warwick, Farmer. May 31. Mitchell and Son, Bir- 
e 2 HA Joun, Eastfield-in-Mirfield, York, Gent. June 1. Chadwick, Dews- 


JosEPH, Liverpool, Coal Merchant. May 30. Simpson and Hockin, Man- 


bie 


she 


Me Witt1am Parpon, Newton Abbott, Devon, Butcher. June 1. Jerman, 
fay ii, ICHOLAS, Fallowfield, near Manchester, Gent. June 30, Earle and Co, 


WAULENER, SAMUEL, Bowdon, Chester, Gent. June 30, Claye and Son, Man- 


Joun, Lye, Worcester, Farmer. mor, Collis, score 
, Reading, Shopkeeper. June 25. Hoffman 
a, Win, Norwich, orte Seller, 31, on, Norwich 
Lancaster, dane Mg =. — 
ce st ha a » Sunderland, Durham, a Ws _ 1, 


BEV, Edinburgh. June » sunt and Co, Lincoln’s an fields 
ea June 11 i. Watkins, Bolto Bolton F 
ithley and Cumann, Conway ¢ way cy Highs erste 





Taomas, Westbromwich, Stafford, Publican, wig Sheldon, Wednes- 
ee London rd, Southwark, Clothier. June 15. Rubinstein, Regent st, 
ta ts Little Stanhope st, Mayfair. June 13. Barnard and Co, Lincoln’s 

lawns, CHARLES, West Gorton, near Manchester, Painter. July 1. Richardson, 


THOMAS, Pontefract, York, Farmer. June 19. Arundel, Pontefract 
, x oe Bouvenrig, Christ Ch , Oxford. June 30. “Tylee and Co, 


pieces Atacamund, Madras, India, Mining Captain. July 

rele, Pear Eeeghen's sq, Tabard st, Southwark, Wood Dealer. June 30. 

OHN Tomek, Tanee, Bedford, Straw Plait Merchant. May 24, Cooke, 

sere arcu IRELAND, Gravesend, Kent, Doctor of Medicine. June 10. 
r ’ 


Newton, near Hyde, Chester, Gent. June %. Redfern, Oldham 
Roneom, Gloucester rd, Regent’s celmmge nil June 16. 



















Wise, Wassan Lawes, Goren Surgeon. June 15. Finch and Co, Gray’s 

Wamsox, WritaMt BRADsnaw, Cheadle, Chester, Brewer. June 23. Hampson, 

W: Oxford. June7. Hi 

Wao fusise onic tab, Te Baa ms 
2! 

Woot NUTT, CAROLINE, Sandown, Isle ot Wight, Hants, June 15, Hamilton and 


ay tnor, I.W. 
Co, Ventnor, (Gazette, May 4.) 


Joun, Roydon, Essex, Farmer. July 5. Moresby-White and Co, Chan- 
Henry, Devonport, Devon, Mess Steward R.N. June 2%. 


outh 

BENT, Tomas, Westieigh, Lancaster, Gent. June %. Marsh, Leigh 

BINNS, Jou, H Huddersfield, York, a ee Twine Manufacturer. May 12. 
Ainley, Hu 

CAastim Janens Brighton, Sussex, Gent. June 16. Satchell and Chapple, Queen 


st, Cheapside’ 
Corp, JOHN, eanieten, Gis Gloucester, Gent. June6. Hunt and Co, Bristol 
IsABELLA, Hi 


DENT, eld, York, June 4. and Co, Huddersfield 
Der, J OHN, Huddeatelt ork, Merchant. June 4. Laycock and Co, Hud- 
ersfie! 


Dicx1n, THoMAs ParKEs, Croydon, Surrey, Solicitor. June 30. Elborough and 

ANG, Sonmee, WT oto h, Nottingham, Frame Work Knitter. June 8 
ERS, JOSEPH, roug) 0 une 8, 

Kirkland, Southwell 

Wa TER, Longton, Stafford, China Manufacturer. July 2. Clarke 

and Hawle yn 

GARRARD, ILLIAM, Ticknall, Derby, Gent. June 28. Sale and Mills, Derby 

GREY, GEORGE, Newcastle upon , Assistant Overseer. June 2. Stewart, 
Newcastle upon 

HAWERIDGE, ottinghem. June 23. Watson and Co, Nottin, 

HEPWOR' a, ‘Waar, Huddersfield, York, Cordwainer. June 4. cock and 


Co, Huddersfiel 

JARDINE, Oxford. June8. Hazel and Baines, Oxford 
JOHNSON, a J a Fleet st, Prizter. June 30. Burr, Little Britain 
Luck, ASHFIELD, Bath. June 15. Gibbs, jun, Bath 
MacDonaLpD, Jax, Br oui hton, Sussex, Esq. June 25. Rhodes, nanan. Channane lene 
McFarq AURENCE, Kensington gardens terrace, Hyde park, Esq. 
June 24, sine aa Co, ‘Clement’s lane 
am ilton st, Belgrave sq. May 25. Talbot and Tasker, Bedford 


MaAnIiN, hemp Binfield rd, Clapham aad May 31. | aren and Co, Bedford row 
RIVETT-CARN. JANE, Bourto on the W, , Gloucester. June 20. 
Re Paper bn inner'templo’ Durham, Innkeeper. June4, Todd and 
UDD, JOHN, ton, nr Je une 
Harrison, Har Hartlepoo ¥ “iii 
SenAsee, Ane Dnegth, Devon. June2i. Vine, Exmouth 
TAYLOR, J ULIA, Bristol. June 15. 8 
Warts, JOHN, HN, Liskeard, Cornwall, Seed Merchant. June 6, Coad, Liskeard 
(Gazette, May 8.} 
Bypeacmousn, Francis, Llangollen, Denbigh, Gent. June 20. Hulme and Co, 
anchester 


BARTLETT, MARY ANN, Eltham, Kent. Oct 12. Mote, Walbrook 
—s ig Darlington, Durham, Engineer. May 28. Waistell, Darlington 


gham. June 23. Wright 
ia om. ‘ANE Marra eltenham, one’. June 11. Gale, Cheltenham 
BROWN, MARGARET ELizABETH, Holland Park. June 11. Mackrell and Co, 


Cannon st 
Brownz, Purirp Auaustvs, Devonshire pl, Portland pl, Esq. June 24. Wadeson 
aa ety ale a Chester, Gent. J 24. Cheshire, N 
une 
Dealer in Building Materials. 


CHAPMAN, THOMAS, Croydon, Surrey, — il. 


Streeter, ay we me's 5 Ww, 
Retired Co! Man une alsh, Oxford 
GARNETT, GEORGE, Morley, York, otk Mea ecor June 25. Leeds 
GERMAN, WILLIAM, Measham , Derby, Estate Agent. June 2. Smith 
and Mammatt, Ashby-de-la-Zouc 
GooDALL, FANNY, Bearwood. Junet. Beale and Martin, 
Hasscrr, Crauptvs Epwakb, Craven hill gardens. June 16. and Co, 


Barnsley, York. June 30. Maddison, Barnsley 


HATTERSLEY, ELLEN, 
Hooper, SARAH Watford, Hartford. June 15. 


HUGHES, JOHN, ‘New Brighton, Chester, Gent. July 1. *Smith and Son, Liver- 
Hoes?, ae Epworth, Lincoln, Farmer. Aug 16. , Epworth 
ILBERY, J. per lane, Tower st, Licensed June 20. 


Gardner, "Lanienhall vs 
Tsaac, JANE, Winford, Somerset, June 20. Perham, Bristol 
JONES, EDWARD, Ruabon, Denbigh, Carter. June 18. James and James, Wrex- 
J "Sa Joun, Swansea, Glamorgan, Solicitor. June 12. Glascodine and Carlyle, 


wansea 
Lawson, bk gd Loughborough rd, North Brixton. July 1. Hyde and Co, 


1, Holbo: 
"ae SaMunt, Norwich, Hay and Straw Dealer. June 9. old, Norwich 
os mate Tay, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. June 26. {a ie Son, Chancery 
MatrHews, Mary, Starcross, Devon. June 25. Hugi —. 
Moss, EMANUEL, Upper Westbourne terrace, Gen Rubinstein, 
NEARY, JAMES, Harrow, Grocer. June 25. Eagleton, 
NEWMAN, eae Ponder’s End, Brickmaker. June 7. Wilmington sq, 
Clerkenw 
 — i Chesterfield, Derby, Gent. June 30. Jones and Middleton, 
es) 


Raz, WiLL1AM Maptzs, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. June 11. Gale, Chelten- 


RIZEY, foaemnam, Rendle st, puts rd, North Kensington. June. Rubin- 
stein, Re a Reha oop 

Smurso. me ous ydon, Surrey. June 7. Woodbridge, Clifford’s 

m, 

SpraGveE, Mary, Exmouth, Devon. June 9. Chapman, London wall 

Sturpy, THomas, Halewood, nr Liverpool, Lancaster, Innkeeper. June 12. 
Spinks and Gawith, Li anne Fal 

= J. vAzminster, Devon, Retired Surgeon. June 9. For 


AMES 

, Axminster 

TaLnor, Epwanp Enxest , Liverpool, Marine Insurance Broker. June 21.’ Pierce 

Tap Drayton Park, Highbury, Meat Salesman.) J 21. 

Nich Lincoln's inn th Hoxton: tie ee 
Gent. haben f, Gaey, Bigwene 8 


WADE, CHARLES, M 
nn » York, Gent. xy Hecoie tener Exeter eu) 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURFE, 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Mr, Justice 
Date. iy tating V. 0, Bacon, Ae 
Monday, May ..+esee0.. 21 Mr. Koo Nr. Carrington Mr. Pemberton 
Taesday eeneeeseeseseses Clowes vie Wa rd 
Wednesday....ssseeeeee 23 Koe Carrington Pemberton 
Thureday ...ccscecceees 24 Clowes Lavie Ward 
PEMA cccccccencanscnse 25 Koe Carrington Pemberton 
Saturday.. eeeercesecenre 6 Clowes Lavie Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curtry. Norra. PszaRson. 
Monday, May ...seecese 21 Mr. Jackson Mr. Merivale Mr. Farrer 
Tuesday .secssse cocccee 22 Cobby King ale 
Wednesday....sccccssere Jackson Merivale Farrer 
Thuraday ...cccse. eove 24 Cohby King Teesdale 
De ccasestetseressace O° Jackson Merivale Farrer 
Veoecccresses cose 26 Cobby King Teesdale 








RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 
held at their sale-room, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 17th 
inst., the following were among the prices obtained :—Great Wheal 
Worthy Tin, 3s.; Olathe Silver Mining, 2s. 6d. to 3s.; Veloplastic Com- 
pany £1 shares, 10s. id, 12s. 6d. ; Swindon, Marlborough, and Andover 
Railway (Preference), £8 ; Chapel House Colliery Company, 7s.; Max 
Greger, 12s. 6d.; Almadu ‘and Tirito, 13s. 9d.; Frongoch Mine, 05. 6d. ; 
and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








SALE OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 24.—Messrs. BAxTer, Payne, & LEPpER, at the Mart, at2p.m., Freehold 
Property (see advertisement, May 5, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

ATHERLEY-JONES.—May 5, at 1, Priory-gardens, Chiswick, the wife of L. A. 
Atherley-Jones, pon A. law, of ‘oun ‘ 

CONOCHIE.—May 11, at 65, Northumberiand-street, Edinburgh, the wife of 


C. Maconochie, advocate, of a son. 


MARRIAGE 
STackE—HEDLEY.—May 2, at St. James’ Gharch, Westbourne-terrace, Henry 
Aloysius eye of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Minnie Elizabeth, 
daughter of Captain George aS of 23, oo eanernens Hyde-park. 


CHICHESTER.—May 1, ay 97, Dagueeen ‘John Hopton Russell Chichester, 


’ 

GOLDSMITH. 21, Warrior-gardens, St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, George Goldsmith, 
A.M., of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 80. 

PickETT.—May 2, at the Lodge, Gatton sant Redhill, Henry Pickett, of 3, 

Bench-walk, Temple, solicitor, aged 58 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Femay, May 11, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Cantley, Hugh Deneidoon, Bread st, Manchester Warehouseman. Pet May 8. 
Murray. y 2 at 12.20 

te wit Highbury, Builder. Pet ent 8. Brougham, May 22 

B36 , Innk: Pet Mas 6. rougham. May 22 at 12.30 

P Edward iverton, Dev ievon. zo. Haslitt, May 80 at 12.30 

be oe m litan Meat Maxine, utcher, Pet May 7. Pepys. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Butt, pag apy cemsen, Salford, Lancaster, Tron 


onger. TT net May 9. Hulton. Sal- 

Chadwick J Brighton, Lieutenant 4 u 
. in aa pm Army, Pet May 7. 
ee ha ed . ae, ng’s Norton, Worcester, Bakers. 
aes , Neweastloupon Ty, Carrier. Pet May 8, Ingledew, 
Renin, ate dy Borwick, Lancaster, Joiner, Pet May 8. Holden, 


TUESDAY, May 15, 1883, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in 
J and Hen 
Kien, Sete, = ary Ratend, Park 1d, green, Builders, Pet May 


New- 
Bulton, 










To Surrender in the C 
, Paignton Doron Budiier, ‘Pat May 1, Edmonds, Bess 
Rugwood, Hants, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 11, Wi 


Chave, 
7 sae 


Salis , May 28 at 12 
Dutch, AB Liverpool, Quarry Proprietor. Pet May 10. Oooper, 


May 28 at 12 
m Samuel, Seaton, Cumberland, Farmer. PetMay 12. Musgrave. (Qc 


ramouth, dune ¢ at 


Harrison, res Atterclifte, York, Auctioneer. Pet May 10. Wake, 


ati Hes 
Holland, James heey eoeph, Tyldesley, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Pet May 10, Halley : 
olton. 
Ottaway, Rihari F Faversham, Kent, Coal Merchant. Pet May 11. Farley, 
Canterb » June 1 at il ’ 
Pickup, George, Blackburn, Lancaster, Boot Maker. Pet May 12. Bolton, 
Blackburn, June 1 at 11 


Bose Joseph, Derby, Wine and Spirit Dealer. Pet May 7. Weller. Derby, 
a 
Taylor, 2 Hiatthew, Bolton, Lancaster, of no occupation. Pet May 12. Holde 
une 
ralliss, 3 Mansfield, Nottingham, Cotton Doubler, Pet May 12. Patchitt, 
+2 


Nottingham, "May 29 
Whiseheed. Robert . irsiagham, Provision Merchant. Pet May 10, Parry, 


Birmingham, May 28 at 2 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 3 
Fray, May 11, 1883. fe 
» Aldershot, Contain 76th Re; dig 4 
Bernard st, Russell sq, Moy 8 
Warnford ct, Throgmorton = gon: erk. re Broker, 
Liquidations by Arrangement. aay 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. ; 
Fripay, May 11, 1883. 
Allen, Kirk, Fendrayton, Cambridge, Nurseryman. May 29 at 11 at office of Mw. 
getts, Huntingdon 
May 24 at 11 at Office of 


Bellhouse, William Dean, fo nr Leeds, Forgeman. 
Shaw, Commercial st, Lee 

eis Regis, nr Wantage, Berks, Blacksmith. May wat 

otel, Wanteae’. Boodle, New Swindon 


Hodges,T T 

Ritso, Frederick G 

Witherby, Francis, 
April 27 


- 








oe ee ee ee Oe ee Pet oTatovoi ce wi ntebabetctebebvt ul chuied vebveatobebaee 











Booker, und. 
at Blue Boar 
Bouts, John, Gran, rd, Bermondsey, Grocer. Ma: be "at 3 at office of 
Wormwood at attlin Wormwood st, Old B 
timus, Ly ely Jeweller, ‘May 24 at 1 at Midland Hot, 
New st, ph deme beng Fryer, 
, Charles Cornelius, East bean ‘Giiseaiie., Chemical Manufacturer, May 
25 at 12 at of Socont Bas na oh Hotel, tel, Gloucester. Peameminy “ane es ie 
neaster, Veterinary Surgeon. y 25a 
Map he ggg dates, Preston % 
Ribs oy omas, jun, King’s Norton, Worcester, Gasfitter, May 21 at 8 at 
office of East and Smith, O) a sq, Birmingham 
Brereton, James Barry, Gilde aNOEe, York, Physician. May 23 at 11 at office af 
Tunnicliffe, Market st, Bradfor 
Brown, W , Sunderland, Diapet. May 23 at 11 at office of Robinson, West 
Sunniside, Sunderland 
runsden Gipsy Hill rd, Lower Norwood, Cabinet Maker. May 21 ati 
at office of Clift, "Cheapside 
Budd, Thomas Clayton, and George Barton Scholes, Salford, Lancaster, Varnish 
Manut urers, June 4at3 at office of Entwisle and Cole, Princess st, Man- 
chester 
Burrows, George, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Earthenware Dealer, May 28 at? 
at office of Braithwaite, Lowther st, Whitehaven 
Clapham, James, Huddersfield, York, Innkeeper. May 29 at 3 at office of Welsh, 
Queen st, Huddersfield 
Clark, Charles, Cambridge rd, Lap a Auctioneer. May 28 at 2 at office ot 
Tilley, Brondesbury ter, Edgware 
rk, John Glasson, St Auste’ ee Agricultural Implement Dealer, 
28 at 11 at Bude Hotel, Sidwell st, Exeter. Coode and Co, St Austell ' 
Collin, Robert Wood, Warrington, Lancaster, Builder. May 29 at3.at Lion Hota 
Warrington. Davies and Co, Warrington 
Coo; ‘sleigh ohn, Warwick, Baker. May 30 at3at office of Jacques, Temple oF. 
Copper, Fi r, sak ir aiocambe, Somerset, Milliner. May 24 at 11 at office of 
coakeae re st Ferryhill Station, Durham, Wine Merchant. May 24 at 
ae Ket Wel eres i + 2.30 Bi ik 
rosley, George, Don Tr, Yor! crt Ae 
St Sepulchre gate, Doncaster. Burdekin-ana Co, Mheffl 
Crutchley, Geo irmingham, Metallic Bedstead Man . May salt 
pit ptsep ot Day log, Colmere row, B Grocer. May 22 at 8 at office of Grit, 
avies, ne, ears, C 2 en, r. at 8 at o 0! 
St Mai : 
Davies, Trovethin, Moomouth, Grocer, May 29 at 2 at Queen’s Hot 
Dewitt Ja oy; Wart ue 
Secnea, | ck, Contractor. any. 23 at 12 at Manor é 
ii ors, Sanderson, Warwi 4 
Dot aw wich, Builder. "May 29 0¢ at office of Scard, Blackheath 
George, Bish Auckland, L Durham Boot Dealer, May 25 at 11 “<< 
mB ha William, aud Thomas Hnglish: Loods cemsdieada 
ng’ Jo Thomas an urers. 
* at 11 at Law x Institution Albion pies Dale, Leeds 
Heston, nr 7 nr Pradton orsted § inner. May 23 at 11 at 
k and Go, C Commercial Bradfo: 
Fenn, Alfred, Chelmsford, on, ay 23 at 10.30 at the Board Room, Ca 
Flower, Altyn tea ard D lingtor ce Duthon: Licensed Victualler, May % ai 
Ae n Edwa ar’ ce ¥ 
at oftice of Wilkes and Wilkes, Ni fort orthgate, Darlington 
Flowers, James William, etcontes, ad anufacturer. May 28 at 3 at offi 
Holyoak, oe Goowes’ 6 ch cester is 
ne Beaty, iverpool, Mialiier May 29 at 8 at office of Wilson and Co, Lom | 
8 verpoo! ae 
Grace, Isaac, Liverpool, Brewer. Pad ig 3 at offices of Sheen, North John 
Liverpool, Grace no gen | Smith, Li “a 





Greenwood, Absalom, Keighley, Yorks Pt Painter, May 22 at 3 at 
North th st, Keig Keighley pean y , ay office of Ro’ 





Hall, A Ernest, Leicester, Hosier, May 28 at 3 at W on Hotel, 
st, Leicester, Kidney, ey, Hinckley pubunlvantgat sano. i é 
Hammond, ames Russell, and Charles Everitt, ame lane, Ligh 





Ma 23 ai 3 4 905, Ceca Elona Old 
Ha ohn, Barnsley, ¥. York, Ourrier, EN Be Se os satay, Om 


Hp Ren ee oy saan Aen ur. 
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Oha Garforth, s Laigaster, Chemist, May 25 at 2 at office of Long- 
: ee 8 inn, Strand. Fowler and C: J ~~ 
; Darlington, | out of business. May 23 at 11 at 


F a 
‘homas, and John oe, Mangbestes, Commission Agents. 












“its William 4 
re, Phy Batinney eater ~ *” May 30 af 12 of the Count 
7 Tho. er. y al al e County 
Cocke HE Gourt Ofice, Lampeter ree oan Env orfolk, Machin May 25 at 12 at 
gok arbroo ‘O eman, a 
heflel, Hata and Linay, Theatre st, Norwi id 
ee Charles, Derby, Grocer. May 29 at 3 7 offices of Mole and Stone, Full st, 
* Bevan, and Samuel Hurst, Horwich, Lancaster, Vitriol Manufacturers. 
Fink, 98 at 3 at Public Sale Rooms, Bowker’s row, Bolton. Dowling and Urry, 
Bolton, Emest eg, Se Coldfield, aay Birmingham, Gent. May 21 at 3 at 
f ows, Che irming’ 
Derhy, Jones, Arh Glynne, V gt Aner _— Grocer. _ May 22 at 3.30 at the Albion 
H Hotel, Chester. Evans, Holywell 
olden, Lazenby, John, Goole, York, Tailor. May 24 at at offices of Hind and Everatt, 
atchitt, 
Frank, Har ley: sons rd, Kennington, Chemical Manufacturer. May 18 at 
Parry, Ls offices of h, Finsbury chambers, London wall 
Py Manning, bregnete swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 23 at 8 at offices of Jones, 
Prospec e, Swansea 
Matthews illiam, Llandaff, Licensed Victualler’s Manager. May 23 at 11 at 
offices of Batchelor and B Belcher, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Meredith, Ri borne, Stafford, House Painter. May 22 at 12 at 
offices of Hawkes and Bie. Tem mee st, Birmingham 
Metcalfe, W: tiem, Feng tet joopee Victualler, May 24 at 11 at 12, Piccadilly, 
Bradford. on, ord 
Broker Mills, eum hry Blackmore, Cull neg pero. ry, er been reg May 24 
: 3 ts) ompton ole and Dayman, Ti on 
is =! gee Mig ees Gwennap, Cornwall, Bootmaker. ’ May 6 at 11 at office 
of ownha yi 
Morgan, Frederick, Sano: 4 Grocer. May 31 at 12 at office of Hudson, Fur- 
Morley, William Bromley, Kingston ypon Hull, Brewer. May 24 at 2 at office of 
age, Cogan chmbrs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston upon Hull 
of Mar. Nicholson, John, Winlaton, Durham, out of business. May 22 at 1 at office of 
Hoyle and Co, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 
office ot pie George, Pemnslay, Boot Mestatnateees. May 24 at3 at office of 
8 ey 
y ats Charles, Litchfield st, Rabo, Builder. May 21 at 12 at office of Dubois, 
P eants hancery lane. Moss, Gt Tower st 
Groom, i be ‘Arh ma het Smithfield, out of business. May 29 at 2 at office of 
; et | Be! chi 
| Hota, Pratt, Isaac Isaac, Leonard st, Finsbu Ltooking Glass Silverer. May 21 at 2 at office 
- May EE, Gamtett, Doughty st, Bedto 
- Preston, C1 Het gem esi Fi te epool, ‘Railway Fireman. May 24 at 3 at cflice of 
lesborough 
i at 16, Price, omnes, “tangy, Montgomery, Blacksmith. May 25 at1 at office of 
mee, Ul in 
at 3 at bg! peter ohn, Brooksby’s walk, Homerton, Timber Merchant. May 29 at 
ffice of ice of Pec and Co, Knight Rider st, Doctors’ Commons 
i Bg David, Dover, er, May 24 at 12 at office of Mowl and i Mowl, Castle 
, ver 
Leon, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer. May 28 at 8 at office of Batchelor and 
y Of ats Belcher, St Mary st, Cardift 
’ Mie cnc a ~~" am Bristol, General Haulicr. May 21 at 2 at office of 
Varnish re st, Bristol 
t, Mane Walte ter, Hindon st, Pimlico, Bootseller. May 29 at 2 at Masons’ Hall 
og henna st. 1 ee ey and o> gpeeciak's pl, Old My ee + 3et Moll 
8 orge, Wood s' rimming Warehouseman. May 21 at 3 a’ en’s 
a hae, Tronmonger lane. k, Pancras lane 
Welsh, wars a ge, Hitch itcham, Surrey, Clerk. May 26 at 12 at office of Leah and Co, 
rong pe vet Sunningdale, Berks, of no occupation. May 28 at 12 at 
ne we et 1, Kingston. Hare and Co, Surrey st, Strat rd -f 
r, May George, Conaié, Gh Glamor, an, Baker. ay 28 at 11 at 19, Duke st, Cardiff. 
’ an Icher, C: 
1 Hotely re Brailetord. mentee, Farmer. May 30 at 3 at Bell Hotel, Sadlergate, 
. Moo r 
le TOW; sis Grote iin Eawin, Manc caesar: Timber Merchant, May 31 at 3 at 
Brazennose s 
rffice at _ 2 Pap, Sophia Schafer, Christian Big A Schafer, and Frederick 
William Schafer, epee y Dressing Case Makers. Juné 5 at 2 at 23, Lincoln’s 
at iat inn fields. Peacock and dard, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Hote se a Ellis, Bradford. Gh Grocer. May 22 at 11 at office of Morgan, Cheapside, 
; pa Melksham, Wilts, Ironmonger. May 21 at2 at Talbot Hotel, 
24 at It st, Bristol. Smith, Melksham 


lanan, Samticl, , King st, Tower hill, Clothier. May 28 at 3 at office of Mason, 
aoe Robert, I De tford, Chandler, May 28 at 3 at offices of Scard, 


rd, 
Richant, E mod Surrey, Grocer. May 29 at 11,30 at office of Miller 
and Co, calters ps0 Cannon at e 


pas ao Hereford, Game Dealer, May 24 at 11 at office of Wallis, 
ae st, Heref 1 F 
chs Newport, Monmouth, Fisherman. May 30 at 11 at office of Lloyd, 


Ne 
ng ped sand Ludwig Bowed Manchester, Merchant. May 29 at 3 
of Hinde and Co, Mount st, Manchester 
ms Goonee, Harefield, nr Uxbridge, Wheelwr right. Junetat 8 at office of 


nghall st 
ca Harford, Charlotte st, Fituroy 89), Physician. May 24 at 12 at Inns 
George Grton, @ 






















Lincoln's inn Reid. Iheapside 
baie oc caster, Grocer. May 28 at 3 at office of Creeke and Co, 
ra sng, Man pies rt Dorset, Printer. May 24 at 11 at Bull Hotel, Bridport. 
oggin and Nantes dport 
vigg, Daniel Rawmarsh, York, Earthenware Manufacturer, May 23 at 2 at 
0, Lot Ship Hotel, "pothorham,’ Marsh, Rotherham 


radford, York, Tobacconist. May 21 at 11 at 12, Piccadilly, 
b SUD, Brrudlincote, Derby, Publican. May 23 at 11 at 173, Station st, 
Hired, Bavking 1, grad "May 25 at 2 at office of Carterand Bell, East- 
Sse ib aur Panera Mate eh Meret MeL Ht 

ov Frente Liverpool, 'Poulterer, May at 3 at ofties of Moore and 
radon Yo xork, Yarn Merchant. May 28 at 11 at Victoria Hotel, 


orfolk, Shoemaker, May % at 11 at 











TUESDAY, May 15, 1883. 
A thts Pane se Coy aa Baker. May 30 at 11 at office of Goate, 
e Park s oven 
Durham, Ironmonger. May 28 at 11.80 at office 


Ap 
oP Edgar, To Town a Wall, Hamiopool aes ae 


ane er, John, Daxlaston, Staion, Nut and Bole 


ce of Mi and Corbett, Newhall 
Ba ber, William Benton, Great . May 26 at 11 
‘at office of Summers nook Brown, Lock ill chbrs, a * 
Beirs, James bahay rag Dinton, Wilts, Painter. June 1 at office of Lee 
and Co, Chip, ipo eo, Salisbury 
Blight, Barn es, Bull and Mouth st, U: . May 31 at 
12 at office of Pierce and Baggs, Cheapside. Sturt, 


Bond, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Shearer, June 4 at 11.at office of Rhodes, 
Queen’s st, WY chversemapton 
— Eli EY kp Birmingham, Painter. May 28 at 8 at office of Phillips, 
ennett’s hill, 
a ee James John, Derby, Plumber. May 29 at 3 at office of Briggs, Full 
s 
Bottomley, John, Bradford, York, Doubles, May 30 at 11 at office of Beverley 
d Freeman. radford 





an 2 , Hustlergate, B 

Brice, Alfred, Rainham, age bay Merchant. sae 8 at 3 at King’s Head 
Hotel, High s st, Rochester. Buigh t, Quality oh, Prancary 

Bridger, Edwin, Portsea, Hants, Estate Agent. y 31 at 4 at office of White- 


hall, Union st ’ Portsea 
Broughton, William, Leeds, Publican. May 2% at 3 at office of Watson, Great 
corey st, Leeds 
Brown, William, Foxton, Lekosaten, Labourer. May 24 at 8 at Union Inn, Market 
Harborough. Wright and 


Carrier, Richard, jun, = mb Fishmonger. May 28 at 12 at office of Harvey, 


Selborne bldgs, Leicester 
. May 30 oy 11 at Crown and Cushion 
Hotel, Chi ipping Norton. Kilby and Mace, Chipping N orton 
Colcock, William Henry, Bristol, Baker. May .30 at office of Clifton and 
Convey, John, yim 
Hotel, Lime st, Liverpoo Mage 
Cooper, Hen "May 28 at 11 at office of Wil- 
kinson and Co, Bridge st alsa 
Crane, Isaac, Pontypool, Monmouth, Tea Dealer. May 28 at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, 
Craymer, Alfred, wood, Gloucester, Coachmaker. May 25 at 12 at office of 
Clifton and Car ter, Broad st, Bristol 
May 29 at 8 at office of 
ner, Silverw ell st, Bolton 
Crosb: 
st, radford 
Deserts John, Preston, Beerseller. May 28 at 11 at office of Higson, Cannon 
ston 
Dugdal e, William, Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. May % at 11 at 
ce of Connor. King st, Manchester 
Farmer, Richard Neville, Sparkhill, nr Birmingham, Beer Retailer. May Bat 3 at 
office of Freeman, mane vowel Birmingham 
28 at 11 at office of Reed and Cook, 


Firth, William, Taunton, Tobacconist. 
Paul st, Taunton 

Forder, Alfred, Moore st, Sloane sq, Coachbuilder. May 26 at 3 at office of James, 

, Gt Portland st 


Qualit ct, Chancery Robinson 

Frentzel George Hadohyh ‘Nicholas, Dey Devonshire st, eemnitn: Silk Merchant, 
June 4 at 3 at office of ontagu, Bucklersbury 

Gibbon, Daniel, Dou Westminster, Veterinary Surgeon. May 28 at 3 at 
office of Boyes pea onal. Poultry. Jerome, Poultry iad 

Gregory, Thomas, Manchester, Manufacturer of Umbrellas. May 30 at 11 at office 
ot Lawson, Mount st, Manchester 


Clements, domes, Hailey, Oxford, Innkeeper. 
Carter, Broad st, Bristol 
Carranc a ‘ aww be 28 at 12.30 at Railway Station 
e 
2 rancis, Walsall, S$ 
Newport. Mor; an, Pont; 
Crompton, William, Farnworth, Lancaster, Joiner. 
, John, Bradford, Saddler. May 28 at 8 at office of Last and Betts, Bond 








Grindrod, John, and Barker Wallwork, Haslingden, Lancaster, Joiners. May 29 
98 at 11 at office of Weatherhead and 
26 at 10.30 at office of 
eg F hmb 
rey Friars c rs, 
: Riad st ey oy 30 at 3 at office of Jones, 
Townhall chi Colchester 
Heald, Thomas, pores Plumber. May 26 at 11 at office of Griffith, Ironmarket, 
toria 
Birmingham, out of business. May 25 at 12 at office of Parry, Colmore 
row, Ee ham 
Hunter, Wi bleside, Westmorian: 
bled May 28 at 3 at office of Maw, jun, 
arket pl, Bishop Auckland De. 4 
Jarman, William, jun, Bridgnorth, Salop, Stable Keeper. May 38 at 3 at office of 
Garter Hotel, Victoria st, Wolverhampto 
J =< Henry, 
Lawrence, Charies Hillary, Whitechapel Tae Victualler. May 31 at 2 at 
at 8 at office of Kisbey 
Strand (in lieu of place originally o 


at 3 at office of Woodcock, West View, Haslingden 
Hall, Lot, and Alfred Overend, Keighley, Korie Worsted Machine: Makers. May 
Hamblet, John, Old! ‘ae Worcester, out bad ttn 
Fallows, “Ghetry st st, Birmingham . 
heres stone Leicester, Boot soot Mannfectarer. yeiprer. May 29 at 12 at office 
of Fowler an: Go, 
Havens, William, wm, Lexden, Essex, out of business. 
Harding, a and Walter Gordon Hay, Sund Grocers. May 28 at 11 
at office of rell and Roche, West 8 
Newcastle uni 
wearin sy, aes” 4 & Grocer. May 29 at 10.30 at Stephens’ Coffee house, Vic- 
$q, 
Hudson, John, and Thomas Hudson, Longton, China Manufacturers. May 31 at 
it at Po ud wi Church st, tmpariand, Kent. a ie 
$0 at 2 at County 
Court Office, Ainbleside. Eaton, Amblesi 
Durham, 
Sekings George Hi Newcastle-upon- Innkeeper. May 2 at? at 
office of Hoy rle and Co, Westgate rd, (eet hap 
Cooper and Haslewood, Love nag 
Jones, pAltred, Darlaston, Stafford, Steel Manufacturer. Ro dd at 12 at Star and 
ton. Slater and Marshall, 
Bristol, Beer Retailer. 24 at 12 at Radnor Hotel, Nicholas st, 
oflice of "Harper, Billi ter st. Carter an: 
Locke, Henry, Stanhope st , Hampstead rd, ‘Hammer Maker. May 28 
Lovegrove, Frederiok, “strat Licensed Victualler, May 28 at Haxel’s Hotel, 
Mackman, Benjamin, Parson Drove, Cambridge, Miller. May 25 at 11 at office of 
Ollard, oy Wisbech se 


Mason George, Sheffield, Stag Horn Cutter. May 28 at 4 at office of Broomhead 


and Co, George st, Sheffield 
Middleton, Wi Noel, Old Broad st, Financial Agent. June 2 at 12 at office 
¥. Harper. thers, Billiter House, ter st. Musgrave, Albert bldgs, Queen 
0 
Mozley, Lewin Barned, Lombard pt Mes Money Dealer. June 6 at 3 at office af Tux- 
quand and ng Oe Coleman st. Leadenhall st 
Neshors, Be TR Barbican, Dealers in Goods. May 29 at 2 at office 


sin epee Saas lgekacl, May 008 ot ot 
tn, Jahn, Lampert inches B - gp oo Wal Bat oS Aaa 
gr avenue, Basinghall 
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492 May 169; 18 
Parr, Temes, Halifer, Yc gy Merchant. May 90 at 11at Upper George | The Subscription to the Soxterrors’ ce igggs e =~ :¢ 
Perrins ldswinsf cnuaion Gtone office of Addi- 288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 52¢. Payment in advance ing 

son, st, B i! : phic. Sune ts ” Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their 
Philip, Mary ‘llen, Skipton, York, Milliner. May 29 at 2 at Midland Hotel, | ound af the office—cloth, 24. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
Prosser, 


office of Rosser, Church st, Pontyprid 


William, Birmingham, Silk, Mercer. May 90 at 12 at Inns of 


J 
Court Lag Holborn, Clark, Cheltenham 


Hs 


Buc! 
ets d héapside. hile, Ki 


Roweliffé, Henry 
fra: See cenit Pt lerley hill 





—— 


advertised) att at ie 
ee a sso he Derby, eee oD ppester: May : 28 Be 8 at office of Jones 
8 7 Hands Gio. Ma; Sats at offi f Blac Ex 

ik, coeph. worth, . vy office 0: kham, Exchange , 
er. May 29 at 11 at office of Topham, ge ees 


seer ee ewee rece eeses 


at 


Birming’ 
Alfred, West Bromwic! 
Stik st, West Bromwich m 


Solomon, ‘Aaron, Fore st, Wholesale Clothier. June 5 at 3 at office of Montagu, 


Spooner, Martha Elizabeth, St Mary’ s ter, Paddington, 


ne Roubyprida, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 24 at 12 at 


Bikey, Joh Stoke upon Trent, Stafford, Pedlar. May 29 at 11 at office of Cooper, 
ae Mey y ae 12 at office of Joselyne 
1Votuaier 3 May 29 at 3 at office of Hom- 
(instead of May 16 as previously 

dney and stern ok a 


Publisher. 


All letters intended for publication in sd “ Solicitors’ Journal” mati 
authenticated by the name of the writer 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made dived it 












Victualler. May 30 at 8 


CONTENTS. 
TOPIOS «1+e-ssessercvee ees 477) Walker v. Martincatt -.sesesesson dj 
oF BILL oF 


sidesies ee 479| SOLICTTORS’ CASES..00-seseese 


OoMnEPORDENOS 2... caeuhcckhie te *: 41 | Law Sropmnne Jovexks 
INTMENTS 









Wilson v. Coxwell .0000-s+sse scree 
County Courts... ] 

















gee ay ee a ee 











at Law Institution, Chancery lan e. Stollard, South Molton st 
Taylor Peter Frederick Gilbert, Lambert rd, Brixton rise, Banker. May 24 at 12 NEW ORDERS ....+000 -secsscee-seees 481 | LEGAL 
at office of Moore, Old Serjeants’ inn, Chancery lane. Turner, Old Serjeants’ | CAsEs OF THE WEEK— .EGISLATION OF THE WE 
inn, Ck cel i m ” 3 enum —— Cll ccs cove seeee = ee a. 
envoe, Glamorgan, Farmer. 6 at 11 at ‘oni Gray v. Stait  ... .... be eeeeeens ee 'REDITORS’ LATIMES % 
Duke st, Cardiff. : ' tte mesic fe Burgoine v.3 Moorduff . ceccece+ceeee 483| COURT PAPERS .....- pe 
Thompson, Henry, Abergavenny, Builder. May 30 at 3 at office of Gardner, Aber- | Burstall v. Fearon ....-....-.+-++- 484 | LONDON GAZETTES, &C., &0,.+00-seen 
gavenny In re The fine sie demneones Cor- 
Thornboro Thomas, Barrow in Furness, Grocer. 28 at . Jans Trevelyan POTALION «2.0. seeececereeree 00 -c0e 
Hotel, ith st, 2 Pecrow i in Furness. Taylor, as J 
viel es eovil, Somerset. May 25 at 1 at office of Pian, Church st, nas ce emegasniae: : 
wend Notices To CORRESPONDENTS.—All communications intended for pullin 7 
Mami Bath st, an a nents, "Abbett and Builder. June 5 at 2 at Bath | ;, ¢4¢ Soricitons’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name and addres 
Ww. Edward oucester, Watchmaker. May 31 at2at | the writer. 


illiam, 
office of Pitt, St John st, Bristol. 4 and 


Wells, a. ‘ag Albans, Builder. May 21 os BA hg of James, Quality ct, 
e 
. June iat ii at Royal Hotel, 


desirous of obtaini bae 
Butcher. foe 31 at 2 at office of Fryer, pre ra : a em pag ee) 


w, re and Foo Pook, one 
Greenfell, Holywell. Davies meow fo aie 

bal im, Jacob, Seaton 

tral Hall, Church st, West Hartl 


cations. 





The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected commu. 


*,* The Publisher possiarte that early application should be made 
numbers of the Souicitors’ JouaNaL, as only ot 











SOH WEITZER'S COCOATINA, 


Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 


we neon excess of fat extracted. 

Faculty pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
soutty digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 


Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength o 


cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
storch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 


4 
Cocoatima 4 La VaNILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
and may be taken when 


<a » 38., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
Charities on 8 gw the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZE London, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 

a — free for entirely Fur- 


E 
nishing Residen &e. 
~PAINTING, DEI DEOORATING, ¢ HO SE REPAIRS.— 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 


Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


Hewerson, THEXTON, & PE£ART, 
204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » RES « MAKER! 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the the Lord Chancellor, Whole of 
Judi: h, Corporation of London &e, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOW 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUBEN'S COUNSEL'S DITI0, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOMt, 
ESTABLISHED 1699, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOW 











@OL5 PEN, 


WITH DIAMOND POINT, 
Anti-corrosive —Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself to any 


Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 


With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete « Is. 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Bilver Pocket Hoiders— 
ated Pattern, com complete pager 6d 


ned Pattern, complete : a on. oe 6s, 62, 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic 
Other paltorns te great cerita. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD. 
27 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


TO H.B.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
BEAND AND CO’S OWN SAUOF. 











Sours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 





POTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 

pene CE OF BEEF, BEEF TEa, 

’ [PUBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and othe, 

QPsolaitins for INVALIDs. 














CAUTION +-BEwAne OF IMITATIONS, 
LITTLE STANHOPE MAYFAIR, W, 








Waukenphast ’s 


“Five Miles an Hour Easy 






Boots. 


” is the Best Hygieina 









Haymarket, Lonpon, 8.W, 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C. 


Lay Copying und Se. 
Peis ene em eoeten it neer 


LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS O OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI- 
8, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDE, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &., Printed 
form for 
Discount allowed for on agreed accounts. 
LITHOG RAP 
NUTES oF EVIDENCE, 
Me OF ESTATES. SF 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS. 





ABSTRACTS RAPHY, NS, DRAFTS, 
CE, Lithographed 


IFICATIONS, BUILD. 
ES, &c., Lithographed 


PARCHMENT AN ARO LEGAL PAPERS 








(¢ mAnars LL WHISKY. 
















ic Anas LL WHISKY. Pure, 
ont Mellow, Deiietone ont, seer - 
Universally recommended by 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 
The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies, 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold 
Paris Exhibition, 1678; Dublin Exhibition, 


o Great  Tishield-street, London, W. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 


™ paris ears ore 


AGEREET of the Ons pOkeTIOn 
And as the ml Again toe Dela Oo Oc 


DINNEFORD’S MAGN 














































